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WELFARE REFORM

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 1987

Housk or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMrTTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SupcOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1 l‘p.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Oifice Building, Hou. Harold Ford (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
[Press releases announcing the hearings follow:]
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELLASE PR #1
FRIDAY, JANUARY 23, 1987 SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D.,TENN.) CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. "OUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES A HEARING AT WHICH INVITED WITNESSES WILL TESTIFY ON
WELFARE REPORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.). Chairman, Subcommittee
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, announced today that
the Subcommittee will conduct a hearing on welfare reform. The
hearing will be held on Wednesday, January 28, 1987. It will begin at
1:00 p.m. in room B-318 of the Rayburn House Office Building.

The Subcommittee will hear testimony at this hearing only
from invited witnesses. The :nvited witnesses :include: Sen. Daniel P.
Moynihan; Jack A. Meyer, author of "Ladders Out of Poverty,” a report
of the Project on the Welfare of Families; the American Public Welfare
Association; and representatives of the Food Research and Action
Center and Wider Opportunities for Women who will discuss the
"Principles of Welfare Reform™ statement which has been endorsed by
over 100 organizations. The cpportunity for other individuals to
testify will be provided at future hearings.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS FOR THE RECORD OF THE HEARING

Persons wishing to submit a written statement for the printed
record of the hearing should submit at least six (6) copies of their
statements by the close of business, Friday, February 6, 1987, t_
Joseph K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S.
House of Representatives, 1100 Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20515. If those filing written statements for the
record of the printed hearing wish to have their statements
distributed to the press and interested public, they may deliver 75
additional copies for this purpose to B-317 Rayburn House Office
Buiiding on the d:.e of the hearing.

SEE ENCLOSED PORMATTING REQUIREMENTS
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PR #2
FRIDAY, JANUARY 30, 1987 SUBC( "MITTEZ ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
ANL UNEM. _OYMENT COMPENSATICN

COMMITTEL ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 _~NGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D., TENN.)}, CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.5. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES A HEARING AT WHICH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WILL TESTIFY ON

WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman, Subcommittee
on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the Committee
on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Rep-esentatives, announced tcday
that the Subcommittee will conduct a second hearing on weifare
reform. (See alsoc PR #l, dated January 23, 1987.) The hearing w:ll
be held on Thursday, February 19, 1987, beginning at 10:00 a.m., 1in
room B-318 of the Rayburn House Offire crtlding.

The Subcommif.tee will hear testimony at this hearing only from
Members of Congress. In announcing the hearing, Chairman Ford said,
“I believe 1t is i1mportant that we take time now to talk with our
co.leagues about their welfare reform 1deas. Since welfare teform
can mean many different things to people, we need to be certain that
all the various i1deas are on the table before legislation 18
actually considered.” The opportunity for other individuals to
testify will be provid.d at future hearings.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF R"QUESTS TO BE HEARD:

It 1s requested that Members of Congress interested 1n pre-

senting oral testimony before the Subcommittee submit their requests
to be heard by telephone to Harriett Lawler [{202) 225-2627] no
later than noon, Tuesday, February 17, 1987. The Subcommittee staff
will notify Membars by telephoneof their scheduled appearance as
soon as possible after the filing deadline. Any gquestions
concerning the schedule should be directed to the Subcommittee
[(202) 225-1025).

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited
amount of time available to question witnesses, witnesses schedulecd
to appear before the Subcommittee are required to submit 75 copies
of their prepared statements to the Subcommittee office, room B-317
Rayburn House Office Building, at least 24 hours in advance of their
scheduled appearances.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPE"RANCE:

Members of Congress wishing to submit a written statement for
th. printed record of the hearing should subm:t at least six (6}
copies of their statement by the close of business, FPriday,
February 27, 1987, to Joseph K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, B-317 Raybutrn House
Off ice Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. If those filing written
statements for the record of the printed hearing wish to have their
statements distributed to the press and interested public, tley may
deliver 75 additional copies for this purpose to the Subcommittee
office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building on the date of the
hearing.

SEE ENCLOSED FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PR ¢3
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1987 SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COHPENSAIJON
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1102 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE' BUILLCING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
TELEPHONE: (202) 225-3627

THE HONORABLE HAROLD FORD (D., TENN.), CHAIRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U 5. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
ANNOUNCES ADDITIONAL HEARINGS ON WELFARE REFORM

The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman Subcommittee
» Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation of the
“~mmittee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
announced today that the Subcommittee will conduct additional
hearings on welfare reform. The Subcommittee hearings will be
held according to the following schedule:

Date Time Room
Wednesday, March 4 10:00 a.m. 1100 Longworth
Friday, March o 10:00 a.n. B-318 Raybusn
Tuesday, March 10 9:30 a.m. B-318 Rayburn
Wednesday, March 11 9:30 a.m. B-318 Rayburn
F 1day, March 13 10:00 a.m. B-312 Rayburn

n March 4, Administration witnesses will present testimony; on
the other dates the Sub-ommittee will hear from public witnesses.

In announcing the hearings, Chairman Ford said, “I am
pleased that Adm:nistration witnesSes will appear before the
Subcommittee sO soon after Secretary Bowen's appearance before
the full Committee on February 25th. It will give us the
opoportunity to discuvss the President's welfare demonstration
projects, the Greater Opportunities through work (GROW) proposal
and the Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) youth
initi1aty e proposed by the Department of Labor in greater detail.
1 am al:) anxious to hear from public witnesses about their
welfare reform ideas.”

Public witnesses are encouraged to address the broad subject
of welfare reform as <ell as comment on the Administration's
proposals. In addition, several spec1fiC 1ssue areas are of
particular concern to the Subcommittee. W-:tnesses are encouraged
tc comment on the need for legislation that would:

© extend AFDC to two-parent families 1in which the principal
earner 13 uaemployed;

© enhance work opportunities for welfare recipients and

target assistance to those who will have the most

difficulty finding work;

raquire or encourage parents with young children to work;

provide basic and remedial education to welfare families;

give States flex.bility 1in the design of work, education
and training programs;

O use a case management approach to the delivery of
services;

© revise and simplify the earnea income disregards to
encourage work;

O provide supportive services, particularly day care and
health care, to welfare families who are in training or
school and to working families as tbey leave welfare;

0 regquire or encourage minor parent families to live under
adult supervision:

© coordinate AFDC and food stamp policies; and

© improve the adequacy of welfare benefits to assure
families an income sufficient to avoid homelessness.

oo0o
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DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD:

Requests to be heard must be made by telephone to
Harriett Lawler [(202)225-3627)] no later than noon, Tuesday,
March 3, 1987, to be followed by a formal written request to
Joseph K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office
Rui1lding, Washington, D.C. 20515. The Subcommittee will notify
by telephone those scheduled to appecr as soon as possible after
the filing deadline. Any questions concerning a scheduled
appearance should be directed to the Subcommittee [(202)
225-1€25)1.

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, the
Subcommittee may not be able to accommodate all requests tc be
heard. Those persons and organizations not scheduled for an oral
appearance are encouraged to submit written statements for the
record of the hearings. All persons reguesting to be heard,
whether they are scheduled for oral testimony or not, will be
notified as soon as possible after the filing deadline.

Wwitnesses scheduled to present oral testimony are requested
to briefly summarize their written statements. The full
statement will be included 1n the printed record.

In order to assure the most proouctive use of the limited
amount of time to guestion witnesses, witnesses scheduled to
appear before the Subcommittee are requiced to submit 75 copies
of their prepare? statement to the Subcommittee office, room
B-317 Rayburn House Office Building, at least 24 hours 1n advance
of their scheduled appearance. Failure to do so may result in
the witness being denied the opportunity to testify 1n person.

WRITTEN STATEMENT IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE:

For those who wish to file a written statement for the
printed record of the hearings, six copies are required and must
be submitted by the close of business on Friday, March 20, 1987,
to Josephy K. Dowley, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. 2n additional supply of
statements for the printed record may be furnished for
distribution to the puolic and press 1f supplied to the
Subcommittee office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building,
during the course of the public hearings.

SEE_ENCLOSED FORMATTING REOUIRFMENTS.
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Chairman Forp. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation of the Committee on Ways and
Means will come to ord-r.

We are delighted to open the subcommittee hearing today and to
welcome a new member of this committee, Mr. Tom Downey of
New York, and a senior inember of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. We are delighted that you have joinec us, Mr. Downey, on the
Public Assistance Subcommittee. We know that there is a big task
an’ + job ahead of us in the 1¢0th Congress. Hopefully we can
¢ - much of this in the first session of the 100th Congress.
% - . delighted and very honored to have you as a new member
of this subcommittee.

Mr. Downey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me say that I was a
member of the subcommittee before I was sentenced to the Budget
Committce. That sentence being coiapleted, I am delighted to be
back, and hopefully will be of some help to you and use to the com-
mittee in moving on with this issue of welfare reform. I have an
interest in this matter, as you are aware, and hoje to push some of
vhose ideas on my colleagues and friends.

Chairman Forp. We also have back with us one of the senior
members of this committee, Mr. Pease of Ohio.

Welcome back. Delighted to have you, and hop:fully we are all
ready to get back to work.

I would like to yield to you at this tirve.

Mr. Peasg. Well, Mr. irman, it is good to be back in a new
session of Congress. As you know, I chose this subcommittee when
I first came on the Ways and Means Committee. I have enjoyed the
service.

T think we face a very big challenge this year, in sorting out the
recommendations of the President on welfare reform and making
sure that it really is reform. We must be careful that we don’t
impose on the States and local governments a lot of financial re-
sponsibility which they are ill-prepared to meet.

i Forp. Thank you. Also another member, not a new
member of this committee at all, one who has been a very able
person on this committee, Mrs. Kennelly of Connecticut.

Mrs. KennNeLLy. Thank you, Chairman Ford. And thank you for
calling this hearing so speedily so that we can begin 0a something
that we all want very much to become involved in.

I am pleased, obviously, to be back on the subcommuttee, because
I think you will head us in the Public Assistance Subcommittee to
do something that so many of us—] see that our brothers on the
other side aren’t here—but Republican and Democrat, conservative
and liberal, all agree on, is that we cau do welfare reform, that we
have many good intentions, that many of us have wanted to do
this, but this is the year that we think we can do it

I think the system has tried to do a good job, but at the moment
it is failing children, one out of every five living in poverty. At the
moment it is failing women. It doesn’t even address many of the
needs of women, women who have children, women who want to
take care of those children, women who want to take themselves
out of the lives they are being forced to lead and want to improve
themselves and their families.

Q '3 o
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I am very committed on the work we are about to begin. I thank
you very much for leading us.

Chairman Forr. Thank you.

Mr. Brown, the ranking minority member on the commitwee, in
the organizational session yesterday pledged his cooperation with
the subcommittee in trying to move quickly into a markup session
on welfare reform.

We also note that the Subcommittee on He: 1th is meeting today,
and it mifht be that some of the minority members are not here
because of a conflict with another subcommittee.

The Chair would just like to make a brief statement before we
call on the first panel to testify before the subcommittee today.

Last night, in his State of the Union Message, President Reagan
committed himself to reforming the “outmoded social dinosaur”
called welfare, by proposing a series of local demonstrations. This
announcement was a product of a year-long study of the welfare

m by the President’s domestic policy staff. I had hoped that

e President’s plan would include more than just community-
based demonstrations, however, because much more needs to be
done to fix our welfare system.

Many demonstration programs have already been implemented.
In the State of Massachusetts, the ET Program has shown us that
work pnﬁ:ama for welfare recipients can make a difference. The
State of Arkansas has already embarked upon an education initia-
tive. Illinois and others have tested teenage pregnancy programs
and know what works. California is about to begin a work, educa-
tion, and training program for AFDC recipients. There are many
other States that have already implemented snme type of a demon-
stration program that we have an opportudity to look at.

There are other key issues that we hope that the administration
will come to this subcommittee or the Committee on Ways and
Means and talk about 8o that we have their input on what they
would like to have in the bill that might be drafted and supported
by members of this subcommittee, as well as other Members in the

Co .

early, welfare reform has been elevated to the national agenda.
The President talked about it last night. He talked about it in his
State of the Union Message 12 months ago.

There has been a lot of talk throughout this Congress. Th - e was
a lot of talk in the last Congress. I am proud to know that iy col-
league and the ranking jority member of this committee has
also fashioned a welfare reform package, or will be fashioning a
welfare reform package in this session of the Congress. It will be
our task, in the 100th Congress, to turn today’s rhetoric into legis-
lation that can make a difference for the poor in this country and
the AFDC population of this Nation.

Welfare reform can mean many things. To the President it
means national demonstration projects. To others it means expand-
ed health care cove for the poor, Wecmll dy working families. It
can also mean added resources for WIC and other nutrition pro-
grams. It can mean a renewed commitment to our schools, a resto-
ration of academic «~cellence and an intensive effort to provide a
quality education to our Nation's poorest children and adults.

14 .
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It can mean taking steps to solve this country’s growing home-
less problem, not through short-term bandaids like temporary shel-
ters, but by developing a sensible national housing policy that
makes decent housing affordable for poor families.

Finally—and most importantly—it can mean making long over-
due improvements in our Nation’s basic cash welfare system, aid to
families with dependent children.

While welfare reform can mean all of these things, it really boils
down to one simple goal: creating opportunity. Making it possible
for a mother on welfare to complete high school. Rewarding wel-
fare recipients who work. Helping children stay in school. Training
the unskilled for decent jobs in the marketplace. Helping our most
disadvantaged citizens to participate fully in American society by
leveling the playing field for the poor of this Nation. Creating op-
portunity is what welfare reform should be all about.

It is the intent of this subcommittee to hear from witnesses this
week, and hopefully within the next 3 or 4 weeks, and at that time
maybe we can move into a markup session for a welfare reform

package.

We will hear from witnesses today. After the legislation has been
introduced we will bring those bills before this committee and also
hear from witnesses, and then move into the final markup session
of a welfare reform package.

[The prepared opening statement follows:]
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Opening Statement of
The Honorable Harold Ford (D., Tenn.), Chairman
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means
At the Subcommittee's First Hearing on
Welfare Reform

The Sub-ummi:tee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation will come to order.

Last night, in his State of the Union message, President
Reagan committed himself to reforming the "outmoded social
dinosaur” called welfare by proposing a series of local
demonstrations. This announcement was the product of a year-long
study of the welfare system by the President's domestic policy
staff. I had hoped that the President's plan would include more
than Just community-based demonstrations, however, because much
more needs to be done to fix our welfare system.

Clearly, welfare reform has been elevated to the national
agenda. It will be our task, in the 100th Congress, to turn
today's rhetoric into legislation that can make a difference for
America's poor families. We must begin by defining our terms.

welfare reform can mean many things. To the President it
means national demonstration projects. To others it means
expanded health care coverage for the poor, especially working
families. It can also mean added resources for WIC and other
nutrition programs. It can mean a renewed commitment to our
schools, a restoration of academic excellence and an intensive
effort to provide a quality education to our nation's poorest
children and adults. It can mean taking steps to solve this
country's growing homeless problem, not through short term
bandaids like temporary shelters but by developing a sensible
national housing policy that makes decent housing affordable for
poor families. Finally -- and most importantly -- it can mean
making 1long overdue improvements in our nation's basic cash
welfare system, Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

Wwhile welfare reform can mean all of these things, it really
boi1ls down tO one simple goal: creating opportunity. Making 1t
possible for a mother on welfare to complete high school.
Rewarding ~ >fare recipients who work. Helping children stay
1n school. .raining the unskilled for jobs. Helping our most
disadvantaged citizens to varticipate fully in American society
by leveling the playing field. Creating opportunity 1s what
welfare reform should be all about.

Over the next several months, the welfare reform debate will
intesify. We wi1ll be consumed with discussions of "strategy.”
We will determine what is politically feasible and what we can
afford. We will worry about "packaging” welfare reform proposals
and the timing for action. Today, we forget strategy ano what is
"doable" and instead focus on the substance Of what we want i»
do, who we want to help and why. We must be clear about these
things in order to make real progress with welfare reform.

Our witnesses todxzy are especially suited to this task.
They include the seasoned veteran of we.fare reform debates, the
Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan of New York, and a panel of
witnesses representing organizations and individuals who have
come forward with welfare reform plans of their own. Over the
next several months, we will hold more hearings, we will review
many legislative proposals and -- I hope -- we w1ll prepare to
make the investment that 18 needed to break the cycle of poverty
for America's poor families by creating opportunity.
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Today the Chair would like to call the first panel of witnesses.
We have the commissioner of the Connecticut Department of
Income Maintenance and chair of the American Public Welfare As-
sociation’s welfare reform project, Stephen B. Heintz. Along with
Mr. Heintz is Jack A. Meyer, director, the Project on the Welfare
of Families; Robert J. Fersh, executive director, Food Research and
Action Center; and Cindy Marano, executive director, Wider Oppor-
tunities for Women.

Commissioner, we will recognize you as the first witness. We are
delighted to have you.

I will be happy to yield to Mrs. Kennelly if she would like to in-
troduce one of her constituents before the subcommittee.

Mrs. KenNNzLLY. ] certainly thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is great pleasure for me to welcome all of the panelists, but to
also welcome my commissioner from Connecticut, Stephen Heintz,
who not only does an excellent job in our State, but is now heading
the commissioners from all over the country. And, as a matter of
fact, has just completed one of the best studies on welfare reform
and given us goals, information, and opportunities to look toward.

I welcome you here today. I also know of the long road that we
have in front of us. It is not going to be easy. We are all not going
to iet what we want, but I hope you will stick with us and stay
with us and fight to see that this is done in the 100th Congress.

Stephen, thank you.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN B, HEINTZ, COMMISSIONER, CONNECTI-
CUT DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE, AND CHAIR-
MAN, MATTER OF COMMITMENT STEERING COMMITTEE, AMER-
ICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Heintz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman, and other members of the committee.

Good afternoon. It is a pleasure for me to be here today on behalf
of my colleagues from across the country who have spent much of
tl;:teast year in reexamining and redesigning the social welfare
system.

It is especially an honor to testify before Representative Kennel-
ly from my home State of Connecticut, who has offered such lead-
ership in our State on the issues that are of concern to Americans
of all political persuasions, of all philosophies, who care about chil-
dren, who are about women, and who loock to a better future, a
future with less poverty and less suffering.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your continued leader-
ship on this issue, and for holding these hearings so early in this
sessior of Congress, so that all of us might work together long and
hard during this session to fashion a true welfare reform that we
can all be proud of, and that we will have confidence in and that
can work to help lift families out of poverty.

With regard to the issue of welfare reform let me be clear from
the outset: State sponsored, community based demonstration
projects, as pro by the President last night, simpli'l will not be
enough, nor will any other piecemeal approach. My colleagues and

I believe that we must go far beyond mere tinkering with the exist-
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ing m, and instead redesign fundamentally the way we re-
spond to poverty in this country. A few statistics make this peint.

As Representative Kennelly noted, one child in four is born into

erty In this country today. One child in five lives out his or her
entire youth in poverty.

Among blacks and Hispanics, the numbers are even more stark.
% out of two black children is poor. Two of five Hispanic chil-

are .

As pubﬂ'c humsh services administrators, we have the responsi-
bility within our States to care for those who are vulnerable. Be-
cause of our experience, we can be both legitimate advocates for
the clients we serve and vigorous critics of the very system we ad-

T.

We know that something clearly is not working. The available
array of services is not adequate to the needs. The system is failing
American families.

Responding to the statistics and the growing concern, the State
human service administrators adopted a policy statement in 1985
callm%' for a renewed public commitment to poor children, and
their families. We organized a steennﬁ committee of State human
service administrators to come together and examine this issue
with the of presenting to the Congress, to our Governors, a

jor welfare reform propoeal.

e group of commissioners is itself diverse, both politically and
geographically. We are liberals and conservatives as commission-
ers. We serve Republican and Democratic Governors. We come
from large and small States with urban and rural populations, but

our gte)al we share, and it is very straightforward: to reduce the
number of children living in poverty by strengthening their fami-
lies and promoting self-sufficiency.

Before I outline our recommendations which are in a report that
I believe you have, which is entitled “One Child in Four.” I would

like to tell you about the conclusions on which those recommenda-
tions are based.

First, we believe that individuals bear the Frimary responsibility
for their own well-being and that of their families. In our view,
self-sufficiency means for an adult a good job with a future, and for
a child a nurturing family and success in school.

We value families as the basic building block of our society, but
we also recognize that policies and programs must recognize the
changing face of the American family, especially the increasing
numbers of single-parent families headed by women.

We propose major reforms then in income security, education
and employment programs, and the key components of our family
investment program are as follows:

First, a chient-agency contract requiring actions by clients on the
one hand, and services from agencies on the other, encompassing
education, employment, and strengthened family life.

nd, a comprehensive welfare to jobs program in each State
to provide the services necessary for families to move from welfare
to self-sufficiency.

Third, a new, nationally mandated, State-specific “family living
standard” using the actual livi‘.r‘\g costs as the basis for cash assist-
ance to eligible fcmilies. The FLS would replace benefits to families
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under AFDC, food stamps, and the low-income energy assistance

glourt.h, aggntalsslve enforcement of child support, including pater-

increased availability of affordable quality child care.

Iast,oasemanagementmourhumansarvwesagenclestohelp
families assees their total needs and resources, to implement and
monitor the client-agency contract, and to coordinate access for
needed services for multnple agencles. In our view, the test of wel-
fare policies must be their impact on f

We firmly believe that ntal su of chxldren is the first
line of defense against pug?lrce depen: Determining paternity
and enforcing chﬂd su are mutual responsxbxht:es of clients
and agencxes, responnb that must be accepted, and their en-
forlgementfamﬂ d t , th of tal

our y eve opmen e primacy of parental re-
:E:nsibnhty is supported by tge contract between the ency and

client. It is reflected in our belief that establishing work
patterns will immediately help families and children understand
the importance of work in achieving independence from welfare.

Our a; commits both agencies and clients to real plans for
indepen The client-agency contract is deslgned to turn

-mutual good intentions into mutual obligations and expectations,
but the obligations and re%ulrements of the contract must not be
in coercive wa ould they presume in some patronizing
fashion that our fe ow citizens are unwilling or unable to assume
their larger role in society.

The core of the contract we propose will be the employabnhtﬁ
financial assistance plan. It commits clients to a range of
activities and it oommlts State and local agencies to support actm-
ties by providing services and assistance. By establishing
goals, time frames, and benchmarks, the contract translates the
mutual expectations into concrete, simple, understandable terms.
The contract in effect will be a discharge plan aimed at eventual
self-sufficiency and independence from welfare.

Case management, which we propose for all public human serv-
ices agencies, means brokering and coordinating the social, health,
education, and employment services n to promote self-sufﬁ-
ciency and st en families. The pmr{egins with an assess-
ment of the family’s needs and resources.

Could one or both parents benefit from parent education courses?
Is there a serious problem mvolvmg drugs or alcohol, calling for
;peclﬁc tr::;:;ent" Is the family's health care adequate" What of

ousing n

All of the needs that relate to both self-sufficiency and strong
families would be taken into account.

Welfare reform in recent iears seems to have become a euphe-
mism for new welfare-to-work programs or old workfare programs,
but reform of the welfare m must be exactly that: a compre-
hensive and concurrent reformulation of cash assistance, educa-
tion, health care and employment-related policies.

The APWA proposals provide such a sweeping revision. We have
taken at their word all of the proponents of weifare reform, the
President, the Congress, Governors, advocates, and clients.

19
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Our rroposal goes beyond the question of whether to include the
unemployed parent in public assistance, and whether the inconsist-
encies in Lenefits from State to State should be eliminated. It
should go without saying that the entire family in need should be
nmfaJ_.'_-- so that it may ultimately be self-sufficient, and, of course,
the cash assistance provided should be based on economic need and
resources.

We believe that our social policy must ultimately be built on a
comprehensive social insurance model. Young parents in poverty
who have never had the advantage of gainful em&l::rment face just
as many costs on behalf of their children as do laid-off auto work-
ers or farmers displaced by economic factors beyond their control.
Children in need are children in need.

Among the necessary transition as we move toward a

: dard refl l)‘,lli:::ymcishthe coats. hnel!:t o aﬁfo Y aring
stan: ecting ic living which vary from one geo-
phical area to another. It is not unrealistic to e: that fami-
ies can effectively seek self-sufficiency, nurture and support their
children’s development, and be active members of their communi-
ties if their economic survival is always in doubt. Establishing a
family living standard will assure a stable economic foundation
from which the move o self-sufficiency can occur.

'l‘ltlle fa!lr:ily living ;tandard wouldf oiol:i(,:lu?e the basic necessities
such as ing and furnishings, clothing, transportation,
utilities a:gm:tf:er maintenance costs. We propose establishing

ific family livinfl standards to ect actual costs of
, but following a uniform Federal methodology.

Families with children would receive cash ase‘stance in the form
of an FLS sufplement based on the difference between the stand-
:tr‘l;e m;g theds.amily's income, including wages, child support, and

r

We believe our proposal can eignificantly reduce dependency.
First, comprehensive welfare-to-jobe g:'lograms would provide the
education and training necessary to achieve self-sufficiency.

Our proposals for welfare-to-jobs are based on our ex-

riences, on what succeeds and what fails, especially the success-

WIN demonstration projects that have occurred in a number of
our States, including Connecticut.

In terms of client obligations we recommend that employment or
education toward employment be required of all parents with chil-
dren age 3 or older, and a more limited of education, em-
ployment, or some other activity designed to promote self-sufficien-
cy or strengthen the family of younger children. Children do not
benefit in t| elongmnﬁ'omhavinga%eparent at home full
time, if they do not also learn about self: ciency and the options
available to them in the larger community.

Selfsufficiency through a comprehensive welfare-to-jobs pro-
gram, of course, presumes the availability of quality child care and
the other services necessary for economic independence.

Second, the family living standard coupled with the welfare-to-
mprogram ides real enco ment to work. Because we be-

ieve it should always be to a family’s benefit to work rather than
not to work, the would build in significant financial incentives
to work. Families would be allowed to exclude 25 percent of all

State-specific
living 1n each State,

2!
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earned income plus the earned income tax credit when FLS bene-
fits are calculated.

Third, stronger public schools for low-income children are critical
to real seif-sufficiency. We believe that the educational reforms al-
ready proposed must be acted upon quickly, including programs to
prepare low-income children for school, to assure that they make
maximum academic p completing high school at a mini-
mum, and to ensure an effective transition from school to work.

Fourth, adequate health care coverage duri% the transition to
self-sufficiency makes that transition possible. We are recommend-
ing that Medicaid continue to be available to recipients of family
living standard benefits, and we are now embarking through our
committee on a tho” .ugh review of the entire issue of access to
health care for poor families and children.

As State administrators we are sometimes painfully aware of the
need to be fiscally responsible in managing these large programs,
and we are currently developing cost estimates for lf.:;1:-egroposed
Family Investment . How the ‘rrogram is p in and
how quickly, will to a very great extent determine the costs in com-
parison with current expenditures. While additional State and Fed-
era! axpenditures will be required up front, the program is de-
signed to reduce welfare dependency through employment, reduce
public human service expenditures, and create productive new
workers and taxpayers. The savings in terms of reduced costs and
increased State and Federal revenue will begin to defray the addi-
gional program costs in a very short time—perhaps as short as 3 to

years.

We are proposing a gradual phasing in of the family living stand-
ard over a 10-year fﬁlﬁd’ with strong incentives to encourage
States to achieve a FLS as quickly as possible. The phase-in
will take into account current State fiscal capacity as well as the
current Federal budget deficit.

We hope to work with members of this subcommittee and other
Members of Congress in completing the details of this program,
and while the cost element is important, welfare reform is not only
a question of what the costs are or where we get the money to pay
for it. Our country is neither so poor nor so politically yzed
that we cannot make the commitment to our children and their
families to help bring them out of poverty.

If we begin with a clear statement of what we wish to accomplish
through our public welfare efforts—indeed of what kind of society
we hope to achieve, we can in to work towards that national
policy. We are united in the belief that the family is the first line
of defense for stability and selfsufficiency. Government is the
second level.

The Federal Government must continue its role of resource allo-
cation, research and evaluation, and standard setting, but there is
another mtl?iile rﬂ: gc::'f the rl:lam G:rht:vemment asfwell, “éfl that
is to provide i mo ip necessary for an effective

of our social welfare system.

We stress that our pro represent an investment, an invest-
ment that over time will return actual dollar benefits to govern-
ment treasuries.

N
21
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It is also a moral reinvestment in our historical belief in the
worth of the individual. We must reorder the welfare system not
only because it is the smart thing to do, but it is also the right
thing to do, and that message should come from our national pol-
icymakers.

Last night in his State of the Union Address, the President said
in another context, “Let it never be said of this generation of
Americans that we became so obsessed with failure that we refused
to take risks.”

Real change always involves risks. True welfare reform will only
be possible if together we take those risks. We must overcome the
obstacles and objections raised by those more interested in ending
programs than in improving them. It will only be possible if we are
willing to transcend the parochial boundaries which define our po-
litical and our professional interests.

It will only be possible if we are willing to get expertise from all
segments of the public and private sectors.

Finally, it will only be possible if we are willing to invest today
in the stability and productivity of families, knowing that these in-
vestments, both fiscal and human, will return benefits to all of us
far exceeding their dollar costs.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Heintz follows:]




O

-ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16

TESTIMONY OF

STEPHEN B. HEINTZ
COMMISSIONER
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE
AD
CHAIRWN
APWA MATTER OF COMMITMENT STEERING COMMITTEE
ON BEHALF OF

THE AMERICAN PysLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION
AND ITS PROJECT

“INVESTING IN POOR FAMILIES AND THEIR CHILDREN: A MATTER OF COMMITMENT®

INTRODUCTTON

(500D AFTERNOON. I AM STEPHEN HEINTZ, COMMISSIONER OF THE CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE
ASSOCIATION PROJECT, "A MATTER OF COMMITMENT.” WE ARE PLEASED TO PARTICIPATE
IN THE SUBCOMMITTEE'S HEARINGS ON WELFARE PSFORM; AND WE THANK THE MEMBERS FOR
INVITING US TO JOIN THEM IN THIS IMPORTANT DEBATE. IN PARTICULAR, MR,
CHAIRMAN, WE WANT TO THANK YOU, REPRESENTATIVE MATSUI AND REPRESENTATIVE
KENNELLY FOR YOUR LEADERSHIP, INSPIRATION AND DOGGEO DETERMINATION TO MAKE
WELFARE REFORM HAPPEN. WE ALSO WISH TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE OUTSTANDING STAFF WORK
Egovxn:n TO US ON BEHALF OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE BY FRANCIS CANAVAN AND DEBORAH
LTON.

WITH REGARD TO THE ISSUE OF WELFARE REFURM, LET ME BE CLEAR FROM THE OUTSET.
"STATE-SPONSORED, COMMUNITY-BASEO DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS" HII* NOT BE ENOUGH.
NOR WILL ANY OTHER PIECE-MEAL APPROACH. MY COLLEAGUES AND 1 BELIEVE THAT WE
MUST GO FAR BEYOND MERE TINKERING WITH PRESENT PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS AND

REDESIGN FUNDAMENTALLY, THE WAY WE RESPOND TO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. A FEW
STATISTICS MAKE THIS POINT:

BASIC PRINCIPLES AND GOALS

TODAY ONE CHILD IN FOUR IS BORN INTO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. ONE CHILD IN
FIVE LIVES OUT HIS OR HER CHILDHOUD IN POVERTY. AMONG BLACKS AND HISPANICS
THE NUMBERS ARE EVEN MORE STARK: ONE OUT OF TWO BLACK CHILDREN IS POOR. Two
OF FIVE HISPANIC CHILOREN ARE POOR. AS PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS,
WE HAVE RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN OUR STATES FOR THE HEALTH AND WELL-P_ING OF
THOSE WHO ARE VULNERABLE. WE OVERSEE THE DEVELOPMENT AND DELIVERY OF
SERVICES. MANY IN OUR GROUP HAVE LONG EXPERIENCE AND SPECIFIC EXPERTISE IN
THESE AREAS. BECAUSE OF OUR EXPERIENCE AND OUR LEADERSHIP RESPONSIBILITIES,
WE CAN BE BOTH LEGITIMATE ADVOCATES FOR THE CLIENTS WE SERVE AND RIGOROUS
CRITICS OF THE EXISTING SYSTEM WE ADMINISTER.

WE KNOW THAT SOMETHING CLEARLY IS NOT WORKING. THE AVAILABLE ARRAY OF
SERVICES IS NOT ADEQUATE TO A THE NEEOS. THE SYSTEM IS FAILING AMERICAN
FAMILIES.

RESPONDING TO THE NUMBERS AND WHAT THEY REPRESENT, AND TO OUR RESPONSIBILITIES
IN OUR STATES, THE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS ADOPTED A POLICY STATEMENT IN
{985 CALLING FOR A RENEWED PUBLIC COMMITMENT TO POOR CHILDREN AND THEIR
FAMILIES. A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS FORMED REPRESENTING APWA'S BOARD OF
DIRECTORS AND ITS COUNCILS OF STATE AND LOCAL WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS.

eq -
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THE STEERING COMMITTEE HELO ITS FIRST FORMAL SESSION ONE YEAR AGO. THE GROUP
IS ITSELF DIVERSE BOTH POLITICALLY ANO GESGRAPHICALLY. WE ARE REPUBLICANS ANO
DEMOCRATSs LIBERALS ANO CONSERVATIVES. WE COME FROM LARGE STATES ANO SMALL
STATESs WE SERVE URBAN ANO RURAL POPULATIONS.

WE HAVE OEBATEO AMONG OURSELVES THE APPROPRIATE GOALS FOR OUR WELFARE SYSTEM
ANO THE POLICIES TO ATTAIN THOSE GOALS. WE HAVE MET WITH A NUMBER OF YoU'
COLLEAGUES, WITH CONGRESSIONAL STAFF, WITH OFFICIALS IN THE AOMINISTRATION,
WITH OTHER STATE ANO LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS, PRIVATE NON-PROFIT
GROUPS, ANO WITH SGCIAL SCIENTISTS WORKING ON THE WHOLE RANGE OF ISSUES WITHIN
THE SOCIAL WELFARE FIELO.

OUR GOAL IS STRAIGHTFORWARO: TO REOUCE THE NUMBER OF CHILOREN LIVING IN
POVERTY BY STRENGTHENING THEIR FAMILIES ANO PROMOTING SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

BEFORE I OUTLINE OUR RECOMMENDATIONS I'0 LIKE TO TELL YOU ABOUT THE
CONCLUSIONS ON WHICH THEY ARE BASEC.

THERE IS A VITAL PUBLIC ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR SOCIETY'S WELFARE ANO EACH
INDIVIDUAL #AS CERTAIN RESPONSIBILITIES TOWARD SOCIETY, WE BELIEVE THAT
INODIVIDUALS BEAR THE P RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR OWN WELL-BEING ANO THAT
OF THEIR FAMILIES, IN OUR VIEW, SELF-SUFFICIENCY MEANS FOR AN ADULT, A G000
JOB; AND FOR A CHILD, A NURTURING FAMILY AND SUCCESS IN SCHOOL. WE VALUE
FAMILIES AS THE BASIC BUILOING BLOCK OF OUR SOCIETY. BUT WE ALSO REALIZE THAT
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS MUST RECOGNIZE THE CHANGING FACE OF FAMILIES, ESPECIALLY
THE INCREASING NUMBER OF SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES HEADEO BY WOMEN.

INVESTING IN STRONGER SELF-SUFFICIENT FAMILIES WILL BRING SIGNIFICANT RETURNS
PROOUCTIVE WORKERS FOR A SHRINKING LABOR MARKET, OIMINISHING NEEO FOR INCOME
MAINTENANCE AND SOCIAL SERVICES PROGRAMS, AND A HEALTHIER ANO STRONGER
SOCIETY.

T0 PUT THE CONCEPT OF INVESTMENT AND MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITY INTO ACTION, WE
PROPOSE MAJOR REFORMS IN INCOME SECURITY, EOUCATION, ANO EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS,
THE KEY COMPONENTS OF OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROSRAM INCLUOE THE FOLLOWING:

0 A CLLINT-AGENCY %g_llmm REQUIRING ACTIONS BY CLIENTS AND SERVICES FROM
AGENCIEC ENCOMPASSING EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT ANO STRENGTHENEO FAMILY LIFE,
WORK OR EDUCATION TOMARD EMPLOYMENT IS REQUIRED OF PARENTS OF CHILOREN
OVER 3; WORK-RELATED OR OTHER PART-TIME OUT-OF-~HOME ACTIVITY IS REQUIREOD
OF OTHER PARENTS.

0 A COMPREHENSIVE !ELLAB.Ei%;J_QB_& PROGRAM IN EACH STATE TO PROVIOE THE
SERVICES NECESSARY FOR FANILIES TO MOVE FROM WELFARE To SELF-SUFFICIENCY.
A STRONS CONNECTION BETWEEN ECONOMIC OEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN OEVELOPMENT S0
THAT JOBS ARE AVAILABLE FOR THOSE NOW DEPENOENT ON WELFARE.

0 A NEMW MII{?.N%LIJ;M!%EQ STATE-SPECIFIC “EAMILY LIVING STANDARD" USING
ACTUAL TIVING CO AS THE BASIS FOR CASH ASSISTANCE TO ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES, THE “FLS® wOULD PROVIOE A STABLE ECONOMIC BASE AS FAMILIES

MCVE TOWARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND WOULD REPLACE BENEFLTS TO FAMILIES WITH
CHILOREN UNDER THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILOREN, FOOD STAMP,
AND LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

0  AGGRESSIVE ENFORCEMENT QF CHILD SUPPORT INCLUDING PATERNITY
DETERMINATION, VIEWED BY COMMISSIONERS AS A RESPONSIBILITY OF BOTH
INDIVIOUALS AND HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES.

0 SIR_BER PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILOREN INCLUOING BETTER
PREPARATION AND STANDARDS TO ASSURE ACADMEIC PROGRESS AND GRADUATION FROM
HIGH SCHOOL.

0 INCREASED' AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILD CARE TO MEET
CHILOREN'S DEVELOPMENTAL NEEOS AND SUPPORT FAMILIES WORKING TOWARD
SELF-SUFFICIENCY,

0  CASE MANAGEMENT IN OUR HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES TO HELP FAMILIES ASSESS
TOTAL NEEDS AND RESOURCES, TO , PLEMENT AND MONITOR THE CONTRACT, ANO
COORDINATE ACCESS TO NEEOEO SERVICLS FROM MULTIPLE AGENCIES.
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RECOGNIZING THAT OUR GOAL OF REDUCING POVERTY AMONG CHILOREN CANNOT BE REACHED
IF THE CURRENT INCIDENCE OF ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY IS ALLOWED TO PERSIST, OUR
REPORT ALSO CONTAINS PROPOSALS TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEM OF CHILOREN HAVING
CHILOREN. WE KNOW THIS 1SSUE IS OF GREAT CONCERN TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE,
ESPECIALLY YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, AND WE WOULD WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT
THESE PROPOSALS TO THE SUBCOHHITTEE ON ANOTHER OCCASION.

CENTRALITY OF THE FAMILY

THE FIRST OBLIGATION OF PUBLIC POLICY MUST BE TO REINFORCE--THROUGH BOTH WORDS
AND ACTIONS-~THE CENTRALITY OF THE FAMILY AND THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IN AMERICAN SOCIETY. My COLLEAGUES AND I WANT TO MAKE THE CASE
THAT PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE C#RE OF CHILDREN MUST BE ENFORCED. WE 00
NOT BELIEVE THAT POVERTY SOMEHOW REMOVES THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF PARENTS
TOWARD THEIR CHILOREN.

WE FIRMLY BELTEVE THAT PARENTAL SUPPORT OF CHILOREN IS THE FIRST LINE OF
DEFENSE AGAINST PUBLIC DEPENDENCY. ALL CHILOREN HAVE THE RIGHT TD EXPECT
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM THEIR PARENTS AND PARENTS HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY, TO
PROVIDE THAT SUPPORT. DETERMINING PATERNITY AND ENFORCING CHILD SUTPORT ARE
MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF CLIENTS AND AGENCIES--RESPONSIILITIES THAT MUST BE
ACCEPTED AND THEIR ENFORCEMENT AGGRESSIVELY PURSUED.

IN OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROGRAH PROPDSAL, THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IS SUPPORTED BY THE "CONTRACT" BETHEEN AGENCY AND CLIENT. IT
IS ALSO REFLECTED IN OUR BELIEF THAT WHILE ESTABLISHING WORK PATTERNS IN A
HOUSEHOLD MAY NOT AUTOMATICALLY TEDUCE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOADS, IT WILL
IMMEOIATELY HELP PARENTS AND CHILOREN UNDERSTAND THE IMPORTANCE OF WORK IN
ACHIEVING INDEPENDENCE FROM WELFARE.

QUR APPROACH COMMITS BOTH AGENCIES AND CLIENTS TO REA{ PLANS FOR INDEPENOENCE.
THE CLIENT-AGENCY CONTRACT IS DESIGNED TO TURN MUTUAL 600D INTENTIONS INTO
MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS. AND OBLIGATIONS ARE JUST
THAT--OBLIGATIONS. THEY REPRESENT THE MUTUAL RESPECT AND GOODWILL OF CLIENT
AND AGENCY_IN WORKING TOWARD THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE CLIENT AND, THEREBY, OF
SOCIETY. THE OBLIGATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS OF THE CONTRACT MUST NOT BE USED IN
COERCIVE WAYS; NOR SHOULD THEY PRESUME, IN SOME PATRONIZING FASHION, THAT OUR
FELLOW CITIZENS ARE INCAPABLE OR UNHILLING TO ASSUME THEIR ROLE IN THE LARGER
SOCIETY.

THE CORE OF THE CONTRACT WE PROPOSE WILL BE AN EMPLOYABILITY AND FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE_PLAN, FROM WHICH FLOW THE SPECIFIC OBLIGATIONS OF BOTH CLIENT AND
AGENCY. THE CONTRACT COMMITS CLIENTS TO A RANGE OF SELF-HELP EFFORTS, AND IT
COMMITS STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES TO SUPPORT THOSE EFFORTS BY PROVIDING
NECESSARY SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE. BY ESTABLISHING GOALS, TIMELINES AND
BENCHMARKS, THE CONTRACT TRANSLATES HUTUAL EXPECTATIONS INTO CONCRETE TERMS.
THE CONTRACT WILL BE IN EFFECT A "DISCHARGE PLAN" AIMED AT EVENTUAL
SELF-SUFF ICIENCY ANO INDEPENDENCE FROM THE SYSTEM.

THE CLIENT'S OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE CONTRACT WILL INCLUDE MANOATORY WORK AND
EOUCATION/TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASED ON THE INDIVIDUAL'S NEEDS, ABILITIES, AND
GOALS. THE AGENCY WILL PROVIOE SERVICES NEEDED TO SUPPORT THE FAMILY IN
ACHIEVING SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THE CONTRACT WILL BE MONITORED REGULARLY THROUGH
THE PROCESS OF CASE MANAGEMENT.

"CASE MANAGEMENT" WHICH WE PROPOSE FOR ALL PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES MEANS
BROKERING AND COORDINATING THE SOCIAL, HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES NECESSARY TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND STRENGTHEN FAMILIES. THE
PROCESS BEGINS WITH AN ASSESSMENT OF THE FAMILY'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES IN FOUR
AREAS: (1) EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, (2) WORK EXPERIENCE AND (3} FAMILY
DEVELOPMENT--IN ORDER TO KNOW WHAT PROGRAM OR SERVICES THE FAMILY NEEDS--AND
(4) INCOME SECURITY TO DETERMINE THE NEED FOR CASH ASSISTANCE AND DEVELOP
BUDGET PLANS.

THE NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVENESS

WELFARE REFDRM SEEMS TO HAVE BECOME_A EUPHEMISM FOR NEW WELFARE-TO-WORK
PROGRAMS OR OLD WORKFARE PROGRAMS. REFORM OF THE WELFARE SYSTEM MUST BE
EXACTLY THAT--A COMPREHENSIVE REFORMULATION OF CASH ASSISTANCE, EDUCATION,
HEALTH CARE AND EMPLOYMENT-RELATED POLICIES THAT STRENGTHEN FAMILY LIFE AND
PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY,

25
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THE APWA PROPOSALS PROVIDE SUCH A SWEEPING . “VISION. WE HAVE TAKEN AT THEIR
D ALL OF THE PROPONENTS OF WELFARE REFQRM--THE PRESIDENT, THE CONGRESS, THE
VERNORS, THE ADVOCATES, THE CLIENTS. OUR PROPOSAL GOES BEYOND THE QUESTION

OF WHETHER TO INCLUDE THE UNEMPLOYED PARENT IN PUBLIC ASSISTANGE AND WHETHER

THE INCONSISTENCIES IN BENEFITS FROM STATE TO STATE SHOULD BE ELIMINATED. IT

SHOULD 60 WITHOUT SAYING THAT THE ENTIRE FAMILY IN NEED SHOULD BE “SSISTED SO

THAT IT MAY ULTIMATELY BE SELF-SUFFICIENT. AND, OF COURSE, THE CASH

ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO FAMILIES SHOULD BE BASED ON THEIR ECONOMIC NEED AND

RESOURCES.

WE BELIEVE THAT OUR SOCIAL POLICY MUST ULTIMATELY BE BUILT ON A COMPREHENSIVE
. THIS IS IN PART PRAGMATIC, IN PART PHILOSOPHICAL,

UR PUBLIC PROGRAMS DIRECTED AT ECONOMICALLY ADVAXNTAGED AS WELL AS
DISADVANTAGEO INDIVIDUALS HAVE FARED WELL--MEANS-TESTED PROGRAMS HAVE NOT. WE
BELIEVE ASSISTANCE TO POOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SHOULD BE BASED ON ECONOMIC
NEED, NOT ON OTHER MORE ARBITRARY FACTORS. YOUNG PARENTS IN PCVERTY WHO HAVE
NEVER HAD THE ADVANTACE OF GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT FACE JUST AS MANY COSTS ON
BEHALF OF THEIR CHILDREN AS DO LAID-OFF AUTO WORKERS OR FARMERS DISPLACED BY
ECONOMIC FACTORS BEYOND THEIR CONTROL. CHILDREN IN NEED ARE CHILDREN IN NEED.

AMONG THE NECESSARY TRANSITION STAGES AS WE MOVE TOWARD A SOCIAL INSURANCE
POLICY IS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD REFLECTING BASIC
LIVING COSTS WHICH VARY FROM ONE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA TO ANOTHER.

IT IS NOT USEFUL TO PRETEND THAT FAMILIES CAN EFFECTIVELY SEEK
SELF-SUFFICIENCY, NURTURE AND SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENT, AND BE
ACTIVE MEMBERS OF THEIR COMMUNITIES IF THEIR ECONOMIC SURVIVAL IS ALWAYS IN
DOUBT. ESTABLISHING A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WIL' ASSURE A STABLE ECONOMIC
FOUNDATION FROM WHICH THE MOVE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY AN TAKE PLACE.

THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WOULD INCLUDE BASIC NECESSITIES SUCH AS HOUSING AND
FURNISHING, FOOD, CLOTHING, TRANSPORTATION, UFILITIES AND OTHER MAINTENANCE
COSTS. WE PROPOSE ESTABLISHING STATE-SPECIFIC FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS TO
REFLECT ACTUAL LIVING rOSTS IN EACH STATE. FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN WOULLD
RECEIVE CASH ASSISTANCE IN THE FORM OF AN FLS SUPPLEMENT BASED ON THE
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE STANDARD AND THE FAMILY'S INCOME, INCLUDING WAGES,
CHILD SUPPORT AND OTHER STIPENDS.

ONCE A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD IS ESTABLISHED, BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WILL BEGIN
Tu REFLECT ACCURATELY FAMILY NEED.

FROM THE OUTSET THE CASE MANAGER, WHO IS TRAINED AND SKILLED IN ASSESSMENT,
ASSISTS THE FAMILY IN DETERMINING THE FAMILY'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES. THAT
INTAKE PROCESS WILL REVIEW THE PARENTS' EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT., WORK
EXPERIENCE, INCOME SECURITY, AND FAMILY'S DEVELOPMENT NEEDS. COULD ONE OR
BOTH PARENTS BENEFIT FROM PARENT EDUCATION COURSES? IS THERE A SERIOUS
PROBLEM INVOLVING DRUGS OR ALCOHOL CALLING FOR SPECIFIC TREATMENT? IS THE
FAMILY'S HEALTH CARE ADEQUATE? WHAT ARE THE HOUSING NEEDS? ALL OF THE
"NEEDS" THAT RELATE T0 BOTH SELF-SUFFICIENCY OPTIONS AND THE STRENGTH AND
STABILITY OF THE FAMILY UNIT ARE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.

REDUCTNG DEPENDENCY

WE BELIEVE THE APWA PROPOSAL WOULD REDUCE DEPENDENCY IN FOUR WAYS:

(1) COMPREMENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAMS WOULD PROVIDE THE EDUCATION AND
TRAINING NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

OUR PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAMS ARE BASED ON THE SUCCESSES STATES
HAVE HAD IN MOVING WELFARE RECIPIENTS INTO NONSUBSIDIZED JOBS THROUGH THE WORK
INCENTIVE (WIN) DEHONSTRATION AUTHORITY. WE URGE THAT THE STATES HAVE
FLEXIBILITY IN CHOOSING THE APPROPRIATE MIX OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDING
REMEUIAL EDUCATION, SKILLS TRAINING, JOB SEARCH, JOB TRAINING. WE RECOMMEND A
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75 PERCENT UNCAFPEO FEOERAL SHARE IN THE COSTS OF SUCH PROBRAMS.
IN TERMS OF CLIENT OBLIGATIONS WE RECOMMENO:

¢ EMPLOYMENT OR EOUCATION TOMARD EMPLOYMENT BE REQUIREO OF ALL PARENTS
WITH CHILOREN AGE THREE OR OLOER.

0 A MORE LIMITEO PROGRAM OF EOUCATION, EMPLOYMENT OR OTHER ACTIVITY
OESIGNEO TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY OR STRENGTHEN THE FAMILY BE
REQUIREO OR PARENTS OF YOUNGER CHILOREN.

CHILOREN 00 NOT BENEFIT IN THE LONG RUN FROM HAVING A SINGLE PARENT AT HOME
FULL-TIME IF THEY DO NOT ALSO LEARN ABOUT SELF-SUFFICIENCY ANO THE OPTIONS
AVAILABLE TO THEM IN THE LARGER COMMUNITY. SELF~RESPONSIBILITY ANO COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT ARE MORE REAOILY APPAKENT T2 A CHILO IF THE PARENT SETS SUCH AN
EXAMPLE. ONE OF THE THINSS THAT VE TOO OFTEN FORGET WHEN WE URGE WORK
REQUIREMENTS ON WELFARE RECIPIENTS IS THAT THE ROUTINE OF JOB-SEEKING ANO
JOB-RETENTION IS NOT ROUTINE IN MANY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES. MAINTAINING SOME
CONNECTION TO THE COMMUNITY, EVEN WHEN THE CHILOREN ARE INFANTS, IS OESIRABLE
BECAUSE IT RAOICALLY REOUCES THE ISOLATION OF POOR YOUNG MOTHERS ANO HEIGHTENS
THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR SINGLE PARENTS TO WORK AND GAIN SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

SELF-SUFFICIENCY THROUGH A COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM, OF COURSE,
PRESUMES THE AVAILABILITY OF QUALITY CHILO CARE AND THE OTHER SERVICES
NECESSARY FOR ECONOMIC INOEPENOENCE.

(2)  THE FANILY LIVING STANDARD COUPLED WITH THE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM
PROVIDES REAL ENCOURASEMENT TO MORK.

BECAUSE WE BELIEVE IT SHOULO ALWAYS BE TO A FAMILY'S BENEFIT TO WORK, THE FLS
WOULO INCLUOE FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO WORK. FAMILIES WOULO BE ALLOWEO TO
EXCLUOE 25 PERCENT OF ALL EARNEO INCOME AS WELL AS THE EARNEO INCOME Tax
CREOIT WHEN CALCULATING THE BENEFIT LEVEL.

(3)  STRONGER PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILDREM ARE CRITICAL TO REAL
SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

CHILOREN OROP OUT OF SCHOOL IN PART BECAUSE THEY 00 NOT ANO CANNOT MAKE THE
CONNECTION BETWEEN HEIR OWN SCHOOLING AND THEIR EVENTUAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY AS
GAINFULLY EMPLOYEO MEMBERS OF SOCIETY. SCHOOL IS IRRELEVANT TO CHILOREN
UNLESS THEY CAN SEE HOW IT WILL FINALLY BENEFIT THEM AND THEIR FAMILIES.

WE BELIEVE THAT COUCATIONAL REFORMS ALREAOY PROPOSEO MUST BE ACTEO UPON
INCLUOING PROGRAMS TO PREPARE LOW-INCOME CHILOREN FOR SCHOOL, TO ASSURE THAT
THEY MAKE MAXTMUM ACAOEMIC PROSRESS--COMPLETING HIGH SCHOOL AT A MINIMUM--ANO
TO INSURE EFFECTIVE TRANSITIONS FROM SCHOOL TO WORK.

(4)  ADEQUATE HEALTH CARE COVERABE DURING THE TRANSITION TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY
MACEC THAT TRANSITION POSSIBLE.

WE ARE RECOMMENOING THAT MEOICAIO CONTINUE TO BE AVAILABLE TO RECIPIENTS OF
FAMILY LIVING STANOARO BENEFITS, ANO WE ARE NOW EMBARKING ON A THOROUGH REVIEW
OF THE ENTIRE AREA OF ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE FOR POOR FAMILIES ANO CHILOREN.
WE DO KNOW, NOW, HOWEVER, THAT HF.LTH CARE COVERAGE IS ESSENTIAL FOR POOR
FAMILIES AS THEY ENTER THE WORK FORCE ANO FOR A SUFFICIENT TRANSITION PERIO0
UNTIL EMPLOYERS MAKE AOEQUATE HEALTH CARE COVERAGE AVAILABLE TO SUCH FAMILIES.

WELFARE REFCRh IN A PERIOD OF FISCAL RESTRAINT

WE ARE CURRENTLY OEVELOPING COST ESTIMATES FOR OUR PROPOSEO FAMILY INVESTMENT
PROGRAM. A WHOLE SERIES OF COMPLEX QUESTIONS HAVE TO BE ANSWEREO EVEN TO
PROOUCE ROUGH ESTIMATES ON A PROPOSAL THIS COMPREHENSIVE. SOME OF THOSE
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VARIABLES:

0  THE COST OF THE STATE FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS, BECAU§E SUCH STANDAROS DO
NOT YET EXIST WE MUST BASE OUR ESTIMATES ON "PROXIES™ FOR THOSE fIGURES,
WHILE, AT THE SAME TIME. WE WORK OUT THE METHODOLO6Y FOR COMPUTING A
FAMILY LIVING STANDARD BASED ON FAMILY NEEO.

0 ;‘}'ETECOST GF JOB PROGRAMS, SUPPORT SERVICES. AND ADMINISTRATION. FOR EACH
ATE.

0  THE FEDERAL-STATE “MATCH® WHICH ¥JST TAKE INTO ACCOUNT FISCAL CAPACITY AS
Hgsl.sl.l AsE ENCOURAGE STATES TO CHIEVE FULL IMPLEMENTATION AS QUICKLY AS
POSSIBLE,

0  THE PROJECTED RETURN ON THESE INVESTMENTS AS PARTICIPANTS ACHIEVE
IMDEPENDENCE FROM THE WELFARE SYSTEM.

HOW THE PROGRAM IS PHASED IN AND HOW QUICKLY WILL TO A VERY GREAT EXTENT
DETERMINE THE COSTS IN COMPARISON WITH CURRENT EXPENDITURES, WHILE ADDITIONAL
STATE AND FEDERAL EXPENDITURES WILL BE REQUIRED UP FRONT, THE PROGRAM IS
DESIGNED TO REDUCE WELFARE DEPENDENCY THROUSH EMPLOYMENT, REDUCE PUBLIC HUMAN
SERVICE EXPEMDITURES. AND CREATE PRODUCTIVE NEW WORKERS AND TAXPAYERS. THE
SAVINGS IN TERMS OF REDUCED COSTS AND INCREASED STATE ANO FEDERAL REVENUE WILL
BEGIN TO DEFRAY Thi ADDITIOMAL PROGRAM COSTS IN A VERY SHORT TIME--PERHAPS AS
SHORT AS THREE TO FIVE YEARS.

WE ARE PROPOSING A GRADUAL PHASING IN OF THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD OVER A
10-YEAR PERIDD, WITH STRONS_INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO ACHIEVE A FULL
FLS AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE. THE PHASE IN WILL TAKE INTO ACCOUNT CURRENT STATE
CAPACITY, AND THE CURRENT FEDERAL BUDSET DEFICIT.

HOPE TO WORK WITi' THE MEMBERS OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE AND OTHER MEMBERS OF

ONGRESS IN COMPLETING THE DETAILS OF THIS PROGRAM, WE ARE WORKING BOTH THE

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE BUDGET
OFFICERS ON COST ESTIMATES AND FINANCING METHODS.

AS QUR REPORT STATES. "WHILE WE RECOGNIZE THE REALITY OF FISCAL CONSTRAINTS,
H:DPSO'I'SREOEBLY BELIEVE IN THE BASIC SOUNDNESS OF THE INVESTMENT STRATEGIES WE
P .

WE WOULD LIKE 7O STRESS THAT WHILE THE COST ELEMENT IS IMPORTANT, FOR THE
NATION TO BE SERIOUS ABOUT ADDRESSING WELFARE REFORM IN A WAY THAT SUPPORTS
FAMILIES AND HELPS THEM BECOME INDEPENDENT, OUR CONCEPTS PROVIDE A SOUND AND
PRAGMATIC APPROACH. OUR PROJECT IS TITLED "A MATTER OF COMMITMENT® AND THAT
IS EXACTLY WHAT IS INVOLVED. THIS COUNTRY HAS RESOURCES FAR GREATER THAN ANY
COUNTRY ON EARTH, YET OUR CHILOREN ARE SUFFERING WITH PROBLEMS MORE ACUTE THAN
CHILOREN IN MANY LESS WEALTHY COUNTRIES, IT IS NOT A QUESTION ONLY OF WHAT IT
COSTS. OR OF WHERE WE GET THE MONEY TO PAY FOR IT--OUR COUNTRY IS NEITHER SO
POOR NOR SO POLITICALLY PARALIZED THAT WE CANNOT MAKE THE COMMITMENT TO OUR
CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES TO HELP BRING THEM OUT OF POVERTY.

CONCLUSTONS

Ir WE BEGIN WITH A CLEAR AND DEFINITIVE STATEMENT OF WHAT WE WISH TO
ACCOMPLISH THROUGH OUR PUBLIC WELFARE EFFORTS-~INDEED OF WHAT KIND OF SOCIETY
WE HOPE TO ACHIEVE--WE CAN BEGIN TO WORK TOWARD THAT NATIONAL POLICY.

WE ARE UNITEO IN THE BELIEF THAT THE FAMILY IS THE FIRST LINE OF DEFENSE FOR
STABILITY AND SELF~SUFFICIENCY. GOVERNMENT IS THE NEXT LEVEL. THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT MUST CONTINUE ITS ROLE OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION, RESEARCH AND
EVALUATION., AND SiANDARD-SETTING. THERE IS ANOTHER CRITICAL ROLE FOR THE
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT; TO PROVIOE THE KINO OF MORAL LEADERSHIP NECESSARY FOR AN
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EFFECTIVE REDESIGN OF OUR SOCIAL WELFARE SYSTEM. WE STRESS THAT OUR PROPOSALS
REPRESENT AN INVESTMENT: AN INVESTMENT_THAT OVER TIME WILL RETURN ACTUAL
OOLLAR BENEFITS TO GOVERNMENT TREASURIES. IT IS ALSO A MORAL REINVESTMENT IN
OUR HISTORICAL BELIEF IN THE WORTH OF THE INDIVIDUAL. WE MUST REORDER OUR
WELFARE SYSTEM NOT ONLY BECAUSE IT IS THE SMART THING TO DO: IT IS ALSO THE
RIGHT THING TO DO, AND THAT MESSAGE SHOULD COME FROM OUR NATIONAL
POLICY-MAKERS .

LAST NIGHT THE PRESIDENT SAID, IN ANOTHER CONVEXT, "LET IT NEVER BE SAID OF
THIS GENERATION OF AMERICANS THAT WE BECAME SO OBSESSED WITH FAILURE THAT WE
REFUSED TO TAKE RISKS.® REAL CHANbC ALMWAYS INVOLVES RISKS.

TRUE WELFARE REFORM WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE OVERCOME THE OBSTACLES AND
OBJECTIONS RAISED BY THOSE MORE INTERESTED IN ENDING PROGRAMS THAN IN
IMPROVING THEM. IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO TRANSCEND THE
PAROCHIAL BOUNDARIES WHICH DEFINE OUR POLITICAL AND PROFESSIONAL INTVERESTS.
IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO USE THE EXPERTISE FROM ALL
SEGMENTS OF THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS. FINALLY, IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE
IF WE ARE WILLING TO INVEST TODAY IN THE STABILITY AND PRODUCTIVITY OF
FAMILIES, KNOWING THAT THESE INVESTMENTS--BOTH FISCAL AND HUMAN-WILL RETURN
BENEFITS TO ALL OF US FAR EXCEEDING THEIR DOLLAR COSTS.

29
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Chairman Forp. Thank you very much, commissioner.
Now we will hear from the director of the Project on the Welfare
of Families, Jack Meyer.

STATEMENT OF JACK A. MEYER, DIRECTOR, PROJECT ON THE
WELFARE OF FAMILIES, AMERICAN HORIZONS FOUNDATION,
AND PRESIDENT, NEW DIRECTIONS FOR POLICY

Mr. Mzver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We have made some copies of the report of our task force chaired
by Governor Bruce Babbitt and Dr. Arthur Flemming, which is
called “Ladders Out of Poverty,” available to this committee.

I won't read a statement since we have provided our report. We
will be happy to make more copies available or submit the summa-
ry introductory chapter for the record. If you would like, what I
thought I would do is take just a few minutes and summarize the
highlights and summarize my views and recommendations.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric about welfare in recent months,
and I think that has deflected us from getting down to the real
problem, which is poverty in this country, poverty that is higher
than it was a decade ago. I think we need to cut through this rheto-
ric.

On the one hand, we hear the weifare system described as a
monster and that it is the source of the problem. From this school
of thought we hear suggestions that people ought to watch the
Coeby show or perhaps “Family Ties.” I have watched those shows,
but I don’t think that is the answer to poverty in this country.

On the other hand, we hear suggestions that if we just raise ben-
efits, the problem will go away. While I will recommend raising
benefits, I think the problem is bigger than the welfare system
even though it involves the welfare system. We can easily get hung
up on fighting about whether welfare is the cause or the symptom
or the problem.

Indeed, I would like to emphasize in my brief remarks today the
prevention of poverty, so that people don’t have to rely on welfare,
coupled with an adequate welfare and support system for those
who do fall into these circumstances, so that they are properly pro-

Let me start with the adequate support system. As Steve has
mentioned, anyone who has studied the wel‘are system knows that
it is riddled with inequities, and I think we just have to recognize
in this country that we can no longer afford or tolerate a situation
in which a constituent, a family of four in one State in this country
receives a maximum AFDC payment standard of $147 a month.

That comes from data published by this committee last year,
which will be updated shortly. That translates into an income of
$1,764 a year.

No one can be expected to live on that. That is for a family of
four, with no other income. That is simply unconscionable, and
when you compare that $147 paiy;ment standard in Alabama to a
$698 standard in California, which is almost five times as high, you
realize that we simply are running two different countries here,
and we have to stop that.

0. 30
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I recommend some kind of a Federal floor. I believe in a Federal/
State system for public assistance, but I think we have to set come
minimums, and when you have to be pathetically poor instead of
just poor to get any help at all, something has to be done.

Our report recommended that we start at a minimum level of 65

rcent of poverty for the sum of AFDC and food stamps. Others

ve recommended 50 or two-thirds. I don't think that is as impor-
tant as that we say that those States that are providing 20 to 30
percent of the Federal poverty line simpl,y have to come up in
order to get a Federal match or they won't get a Federal match.
Then, above this line, as long as they are meeting that minimum I
think there should be a Federal match. Thus, I favor a Federal
floor with State supplementation.

I think we also have to address the issue of the working poor,
who have been systematically excluded in many areas “~om bene-
fits, because not only are those AFDC payment standa: ;s so low
that it is very hard to get under them, but also we have tightened
up the allowable deductions for working mothers and fathers in
this country so that you can’'t even take as much away against
your gross income in order to get under these pathetically low pay-
ment standards. So, the working poor are getting it from two sides.

The benefit standards have eroded in real terms, and the work
expense deductions and disregards previously allowed to low-wage
workers have been seriously restricted.

I recommend a modest relaxation in those allowable deductions,
and making the system operate so that people can get scme aid if
thfytﬁ:grkk' nding th ignals 7

ink we are sendi e wrong si in our welfare system.
Although our rhetoric extols work and family, we punish the very
people that comply with those values. The surest way to get your-
self out of welfare in this country is to take a job or to hold your
family together vis-a-vis the alternatives. That is not consistent
with those values.

The other recommendations I have have concern the prevention
of poverty. Our report, I might add, had a number of other recom-
mendations about the details of the public assistance system, in-
cluding SSI, which we think is a better model than AFDC, but even
there benefits need to be raised. I won't go into the details of those
recommendations now, but I will be happy to discuss them.

I want to emphasize a few preventive strategies that I think are
important. The first one involves running a sound economy.

ou might say, “why is he talking about economic policies,” but
clearly studies have shown that there is a direct relationship, a
clear relationship between economic growth and poverty reduction.
When we are taking the national debt from $1 trillion at the begin-
ning of this decade toward $3 trillion at the end, we cannot help
but sacrifice the interests not only of the poor, but also of middle-
class Americans. We need to get that deficit under control through
real means, not through mirrors, and I think we can do that even
as we extend a measure of coverage to the needy and preserve the
opportunity programs that are so modestly funded compared to
other parts of the budget. .

So a sound economy is the first prescrigtion.
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A second prescription recognizes that with the best economic
growth in the world, we aretgomimbypass and transcend some of
the poor who do not have the skills needed to participate in our
economy. We should not only strengthen the economy to draw
trl;::in in, but augment their skills in ways that make them job

y.
Therefore, I think we need much sounder and stronger invest-
ment in the public and private sector in basic skills for our youth. I
won’t go into details here, and others are more knowl le than
I am about how we can address the terrible problems of our school
dropout rate, quality of education in many school :8, and in-
uate investments in such public programs t have good
track records such as Head Start, WIC, and the Job Corpe.

These pro%mms are funded at modest levels. The Job Corps costs
under $1 billion. These are programs whose cost would get lost in
rounding error at the Pentagon or in the Social Security Program.
Yes, we have to be cost conscious, but as we get tough on the
budget, which I favor, we have to take a look at the whole budget
and not just the b for the poor.

But lest you think that I am advocating only aﬂ:)blic solutions,
there are a number of private models that have proven effec-
tive. Our report has a chapter on this. In the private sector such
programs as Jobs for America’s Gradvates and 70,001—which spe-
cializes in helping school dropouts—are good examples of effective
private strategies. We need to uunderstand that succese isn’t just
getting a job, but also can involve getting back in school, or passing
a previously flunked Armed Forces entrance exam, and some of the
evaluations of programs like Job Corps have only counted a. suc-
cesses those people who are actually directly placed in the labor
market. We need much more emphasis on transition from
school to work and on basic skills.

A third area involves low wages. We should be doing something
about low wages as part of a entive strategy, just as we should
provide a sound economy and invest in basic skills. We have here
the very vulnerable citizens who are struggling making $7,000,
$8,000, $9,000 a year, but they are still under Koverty

As you know, a family of four where the head works full time,
full year at the minimum wage today is still $4,000 or so under i2e
Federal poverty line. With the exception of food stamps, they get
no help from the Government, and they are doing the best they
can.

I think we need a program designed for them. I think it should
not be welfare, pure and simil:. I don’t think the American people
want to give welfare to workers, although, as I say, some relax-
ations in the restrictior. . under AFDC might be agﬁ‘ropﬁate.
colthmk' ;:dneedapackagethatggtbeyondw mptllngm trl;?

ngrees e an important step year in exempting seve
million low- workers from Federal income taxation.

That helps, but we know that Federal tax rates just above the
avertglinemstill i .Infact,ourreporthasanarticlel.?{

ne Steverle and Paul Wilson showing that for the near poor, ef-
fective tax n.tes can be as nigh as 45 percent, when you count the
phase-downs under Government programs and so on, and we all
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know the stories of the implicit tax rates that face our low-wage
workers that no wealthgl;\tmerican would ever tolerate.

So I think we need her tax relief. We could do that by ex-
wngg:qutaﬁnbymmphewnedmwmmcredm
perhaps letting that vary size.

We can consider measures of gocml Security tax relief, by ex-
empting the first so many dollars of payroll taxes, funded perha
mmwmgbe the Social Security base. State income tax relief should

enco .

In argt}itio:ﬁse think w; need kgg maked stronxg eﬁforts at o:hftlhi
support for nt parents, tracki own parents who are n -
ﬁlfing their obligations from one end of the country to another,
and extracting a financial contribution from their wages if they are
unwilling to offer some help to their children voluntarily.

Finally, we may want to consider some sort of a wage subsidy to
help f;lll the remaining poverty gap, because tax relief will not be
enough.

Fourth, in the area of health care, I think we need to further un-
couple health care for the poor from the vagaries and vicissitudes
of our welfare system.

Congress last year took a very important step, making it possible
for the States to bring into Medicaid some poor people who are
screened out of AFDC, but I think we need to go beyond that, per-
haps even mandating some coverage for some groups that are poor,
but not categorically eligible.

Also, again, it is not all the job of Government. We need to come
up with measures in the private sector to extend private health in-
surance, to encourage the formation of larger insurance groups and
risk pools, icularly for small employers. In all these areas I am
recommending a combination of public sector reforms and private
sector initiatives.

Finally, the area of work. As I have indicated, we talk a lot more
about it than we do about it. I think that we need to blend notions
of obligations with a social support sysiem. If there is one thing we
are learning from those experiments that are being talked about at
the State and local levels, it is that the ones that are successful,
such as the ones you mentioned in your opening remarks, do have
some work requirements, but they invest in Job readiness.

They recognize that a work requirement is only as good as the
work readiness of the individual, and that may require some assist-
ance with transportation, it may require some health care cover-
age, it may require in addition some child care assistance. These
are good investments for society, if they get somebody up and run-
ning on a path or onto a rung of a job ladder. When we look at a
program WIN that the administration has proposed to kill,
even thou%hey want to have these State experiments that are
funded by , it strikes me as biting the hand that feeds you.

As a society, we have to make some modest investments. I think
if we make those modest investments at the Federal and State Gov-
ernment levels and couple them with much more activity in the
neighborhood groupes and throughout the private sector, we can
begin to put together a prevention straw%y that might bring pover-
ty down and then shore up that system for those who still remain
poor with fair, adequate and equitable benefits.
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Thank you.

Chairman Forp. Thank you very much, Mr. Meyer.

The subcommittee will now hear from Robert Ferrh, executive
director of the Food Research and Action Center.

After the final panelist has testified, the subcommittee will have
questions.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. FERSH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, i'00D
RESEARCH AND ACTION CENTER

Mr. FersH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say by way of introduction, the Food Research and Action
Center is a nonprofit public interest group that engages in re-
search, litigation, legislative activities, and works with a network
of .ow-income people, advocacy groups, antihunger organizations,
religious groups throughout the country. Our primary area of ex-
pertise is Federal food assistance programs.

My primary role today, along with Cindy Marano, is to present a
document known as the “Welfare Reform Statement of Principles.”
FRAC, as we are known, was the main organizer of this statement,
which was pl:ﬂared (?{Y about 20 groups over a period of several
months last fall. As of today, over 100 organizations, elected offi-
cials and prominent individuals have endorsed it, including former
Secretaries of the De nt of Health, Education, and Welfare,
in the Eisenhower, Jo n, and Nixon administrations.

Representatives Matsui, Downey, and Kennelly of this subcom-
mittee were among the bipartisan dg-roup of elected officials who en-
dorsed the statement. A list of endorsing groups and individuals is
attached to the statement, and I request that both documents be
entered in the record.

I urge you to take a good look at the list. We are kind of proud of
the b array of groups coming together in this statement from
acroes the main stream of American society, and I think that is the
importance of what we present to you today. A copy of that state-
ment of principles—

i Forp. Without objection, the statement will be made a
part of the record, the document.

Mr. Fers. Thank you.

I would like to maieclear that I do not speak todey on behalf of
all of those who support the document other than in presenting the
statement itself. Any statements that go beyond the text of the doc-
ument reflect only the views of those of us at the Food Research
and Action Center.

The principles are intended to provide direction for the current
national debate on welfare reform. This project was initiated in
large part to demonstrate there is reallia widely shared vision on
how to improve the welfare system both among those with exper-
fi.l:e) on the subject and among others with a very deep concern

ut it.

By their very nature, the principles are limited because they are
general. There are a variety of approaches that would be consistent
with these principles. However, we think we make a very clear and
strong statement about the general direction of where welfare
reform ought to go, and I do believe in light of last night’s State of
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the Union Address that it stands somewhat at odds with the direc-
tion that the President is putting forth.

Let me briefly go thro the princigg which will in part be
elaborated upon by Cindy 0. The principle, No. 1, is per-
sons who work should be rewarded for their efforts. They should
receive income sufficient to support a family and access to neces-
sary health care and child care. Barriers to employment of low-
income persons should be eliminated.

This principle highlights the fact that the current welfare system
not only often disco work, but also places formidable barriers
in the way of those who truly would er to work. I think that
issue has probably been well explored by the witnesses, and Cindy,
I aﬁl;ua‘urei wI:'ll Jobw that at :lome”l’bength. ling od

inciple No. 2, job opportunities, job counseli , training, educa-
tion, placement, and supportive services should be widely available
as 'ﬁ;l:nary tools to prevent and overcome poverty.

is principle recognizes that welfare alone is not the proper tool
to bring large numbers of low-income Americans out of poverty. It
stresses the need for employment opportunities and services that
are suited to the varying needs of the low-income populaticn, there-
by also recognizing the responsibility to work on the part of those
who are able.

This principle reoogmzes that in fact the work ethic is alive and
well among erica’s poor, thus suggesting that job opportunities
and employment opportunities and training oprortunit:es, more 80
than requirements, will be the most critical factor in increasing
work force participation.

My own personal view is that the current welfare debate places
too much emphasis on who must satisfy what work requirement. If
enough slots are established to provide meaningful employment,
training and education opportunitiee, this issue will become one of
lesscr importance.

I think the ET program: and other programs throughout the
country indicate people respond well to real opportunities when of-

ered to lﬁrrove their lives.

Above all, I would caution against moving forward with work re-
quirements that attempt to be all inclusive and offer only superfi-
cial services. We face this now in the food stamp program, where
thereisanattempttorunasmanypeoplethro h the mill as pos-

ible under current regulations—regwations t I believe are
Iswgﬁl?ﬂllggsat odds with the legislative intent enacted in the farm
in .

Theendreeultofregulationssuchasthoseinthefoodstamp
program is likely to be endless paper shuffliug as the energies of
the administering agencies are devoted to compliance and monitor-
infactivities,ra than the provision of real services.

would like to hammer at this a little bit. At FRAC,
which is a | services back-up center, every day we get reports
of people who fall through the cracks, and I tlka it is terribly im-
portant if we are going to set up a system that tries to reach as
tl_nan people as prossible that we make sure we really have services
or them.

It is 80 easy to be out of compl snce. Eventually some judgment
has to be reached about every individual, and there are ail sorts of
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technical problems and other real-life human circumstances that
continually lead people to have difficulty dealing with the welfare
system.

Already now we believe that all sorts of paperwork requirements
are keeping, for instance, the food stamp program at a historic low
in participation, when you consider what the m'iaoveﬂ:y rate is and
the unemployment rate is. If we add additional barriers to people
whose lives are already very difficult, and complicated, who have
oftentimes difficulty dealing with the system, we should do so with
great caution.

I think this issue comes to a head for this subcommittee very
much on the issue of what to do with mothers with children under
the age of 6, which up to now has been much a benchmark
as to where we ,ut requirements and offer options. As I say, up to
now, basically we required very little, and franl:,l{ offered v;:'ly
little to mothers of younger children, or parents of younger chil-
dren, for that matter.

Now many people are talking about major new comprehensive
requirements. ile I agree this is an appropriate target group,
that you want to try to reach mothers before they have been out of
the employment situation for a long time, I just want to urge as
much sensitivity as possible. I urge as much as possible to offer
programs that bring voluntary involvement of the individual, so
they themselves have a stake in it. They have helped map their
own future.

To the extent you go in with heavy-handed requirements and all
your energies go into tracking and monitoring, you probably lose

ight of the basic goal, which is really to helglpeo‘rle out.

i’nncl' iple No. 3, the Federal Government should assure minimum
stan, of livin% including sufficient food, clothing, shelter and
medical care to those in poverty. This principle emphasizes the
need for humane levels of support for those who cannot work, are
temporaril{_ out of work, or are enrolled in training or education
programs. For millions of Americans who fall upon hard times, the
current level of benefits and services now provided through assist-
ance programs falls far short of the poverty line.

Principle No. 4, additional investments should be made in pro-
grams ed successful in hErreveuting future poverty and its ill ef-

ects. you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, ams like WIC and
Head Start and Job Corps and others, are working and
really deserve additional investment. So in addition to providing
people with income maintenance, there needs to be a continuing in-
vestment in &rogmms that help avert future poverty.

Principle No. 5, welfare policies should aid one- and two-
parent families in need. Existing child support laws should be more
effectively enforced. I think this subcommittee has shown great
leadership in attaemB:ing to gain e of the unemployed ?a.rent
program in the program. t 18 an essential piece of what
this principle is about, that all families in America, whether they
be one- or two-parent farailies, ought to be served and be ided
with a safety net. Special problems that one-parent families have
ought to be recognized as we develop social policies.

inciple No. 6, in achieving the objectives above, the Federal
Government should maintain a strong presence, setting minimum
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benefit standards, providing adequate resources for effective pro-
gramz and supporting appropriate and effective State and local

This principle stresses the tremendous importance of Federal
leadership in serving the needs of the poor. Certainly the Federal
Government cannot and should not provide for all needs. But if his-
tory is any guide, a strengthened Federal role is the surest possible
way to have immediate positive impact on poverty in this country.

trary to po belief, efforts to aid the poor do not domi-
nate this Federal budget. Only about 11 percent of the Federal
budget is devoted to programs that primarily serve low-income per-
sons. This is a substantial investment, but certainly not one that is
disproportionate to our national resources or our national con-
science. We spend more on interest on the national debt than on
low income programs.

If there is one principle that the 20 groups drafting these princi-
ples felt strongest about, I believe it is this principle, emghasizing
the necessity of a strong Federal role. As our underlying document
points out, there is a strong record of success among Federal pro-
grams like Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. Food stamps
and WIC also have been particularly effective in serving their in-

tended pur?oees

Support for a continued and strengthened Federal role in allevi-
ating erty should not be mistinterpreted as a statement that
only the Federal Goernment can alleviate poverty, or that the
only creative and productive ideas to fight poverty must emanate
from the Federal level. Surely such a view is shortsighted and ever
counterproductive.

The key point is that the Federal Government must play a lead-
ership role in providing resources and setting minimum standards
so that all Americans are guaranteed a fundamental level of pro-
tection against the ravages of poverty. Levels of support should not
vary widely due to disparities in local revenue bases or local atti-
tudes toward the poor.

Experimentation and innovation can and should occur at the
Federal, State, and local levels, but such experimentation should
not be a substitute for immediate and approKriate actions at the
Federal level to improve opportunities and relieve the pain experi-
enced by tens of millions of Americans who live in poverty or near
poverty status. We do know enough about the problem of poverty
to proceed now with careful and humane Federal program im-
provements.

We at Food Research and Action Center are deeply concerned
about the future direction of welfare reform. We hear this concern
from our network of hundreds of State and local groups and indi-
viduals who work to alleviate hunger—government og;:m.ls' , Com-
munity activists, religious groups, and emergency food providers.
Our network and national studies tell us there unquestionably has
been a major growth in poverty related hunger attributable in

part to the performance of the economy and across the board
cutbacks in Federal assistance programs. I think it is terribly im-
portant to understand when it comes to problems like hunger, on>
should not simply look at Federal food assistance programs.
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While much recent attention properly has been paid to large re-
ductions in Federal food assistance programs, other factors have
also served to diminish the resources that needy families have
available for food. These factors include AFDC cutbacks, the failure
of States to raise AFDC levels, increased recipient costs for public
housing, reduced Medicaid services and increased Medicaid copay-
ments, and reductions in the Low Income Home Energy Assistance

us, in the context of welfare reform, there are several concrete
stepe that we particularly urge this subcommittee to undertake as
measures that would have a substantial beneficial impact in reduc-
in%‘ﬂgtmestic hunger:
irst, we urge the extension of the AFDC-UP program to all
States, with cnanges that ease the current restrictions on its avail-
ability to two parent families.

Second, we urge that minimum Federal benefit standards be es-
tablished for combined AFDC and food stamp benefits. Such mini-
mum standards should approximate the Federal poverty line, to be
phased in if necessary.

Third, the current financial disincentive for States to increase
AFDC benefits should be removed. Right now, a $1 increase in
AFDC beuefits resuits in a 30-percent loes in food stamps. Since
food stamp benefits are 100 percent Federal maney, there is a natu-
ral hesitancy for States to raise AFDC levels. adjustment in
AFDC funding formulas could counteract this problem.

There are several other areas of coordination between Federal
food assistance programs and in the subcommittee’s ju-
risdiction, such as ca ical eﬂggility of AFDC recipients for food
stamps, coordination of AFDC and food stamp definitions, and the
ability to ap;ly for food stamps at Social Secun% offices, that con-
cern us at Food Research and Action Center. We stand ready to
assist the subcommittee on these issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to testily today. I hope you will
find this festimony and any future aid we may offer helpful in en-
acting sensitive and humane reforms in our welfare system. Above
all, I would urge you to assume that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans are ready willing to take steps to better their lives if only
there are opportunities to do so.

[The statement and report referred to follow:]

STATEMENT or Roszrr J. Faxsn, Exscurive Direcrox, Foop ReszARCH AND ACTION

Goodeing.MymmeilRobertFenh,mdlamthcexecuﬁndinctorofthe

FoodR@learchnndActionCenmhereianhington FRAC, as we are commonly

ulled,unn:xmuuon‘ ion that works to alleviate hunger and poverty in the United
States. We on many different levels, but our particular area of expertise is
federal food sssistance

My role to present a document known as the Welfare Reform
Statement of les. C was the main organirer of statement, which was
prepared by about 20 groups over a of several months last fall. Once agree-
ment was statement, it was widely ci ted and released to the
public on December 22, 1986. As of , over 100 elected officials,
and prominent have it, incl the De-

individuals i Secretaries of
p.rmntofﬁadﬂn.ﬂduuﬁon.deelfminthaMhonr,JohnmmdNimn
administrations. Representatives Matsui, Down: , and Kennelly of this subcommit-
mmnmgﬂubipurﬁlmgmpofahﬂzoﬁciahwboendomdmm
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counter-productive.

The key point is that the federal government must play a leadership role in pro-
viding resources and setting minimum standards so that all Americans are guaran-
teed a fundamental level of protection against the ravages of poverty. Levels of sup-
port should n&vnry widely due to disparities in local revenue bases or local atti-

poor.
imentation and innovation can and should occur at the federal, state and
local levels, but such experimentation should not be a substitute for immediate and
riate actions at the federal level to improve unities end relieve the
experienced by tens of millions of Americans who live in poverty or near pov-
erty status. We do know enough about the problem of poverty to proceed now with

careful and humane federal program improvements.
We at FRAC are deeply concerned about the future direction of welfare reform.
We hear this concern from our network of hundreds of state and local groups and
individuals who work to alleviate hunger: government officials, community activists,
religious groups, and emergency food providers. Our network and rnational studies
tell ulthenunquutiombl&‘hubeena major in povercy--~lated hunger at-
performance of the economy and acroes-the-board cut-

fooda-i-tanf:;&r:cnms. factors have also served to dimi resources
that needy have available for food. These factors include AFDC cutbacks,
the failure of states to raise AFDC levels, increased recipient costs for public hous-
ing, reduced Medicaid services and increased Medicaid co-payments, and reductions
in the Low Income Home Asgistance Program.

Thus, in the context of welfare reform, there are several concrete steps that we
parﬁcula:llyumﬂlhmbwmmimewnndcmkeummumthatwouldhﬂea

beneficial impact in reducing domestic hunger:
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December 22, 1986

Welfare Reform
Statement of Principles

Increasing poverty and disadvantage in our affluent socicty is cause for national concern.
The fact that one of every seven Americans lives below the official poverty threshold is
unacceptable, especially when 40% of these persons are children. In recent years, we have
 witnessed a widening gap between the advantaged and the disadvantaged in this country and
u widening chasm between the futures facing their two sets of children.

Alleviating poverty historically has been, and continues to be, 2 primary responsibility
of the federal government. Poverty, in large part, stems from national and international poli-
cies and macroeconomic trends. Without federal help, regions that suffer economic decline are
often unable to muster the resources necessary to ensure that their citizens have the support
and services they require. The federal government, through strong civil rights laws, has also
been able to assist those in poverty without regard to race, religion, or handicap. For all these
reasons, it is important that the federal government 1) improve upon, not retreat from, its
previous record of developing programs and, 2) provide resources adequate to address the
needs of the poor.

Universal social insurance programs, such as Social Secu:ity and uncmployment compen-
sation, provide minimum protection against poverty for mullhions of Americans. Yet millions
more are either not served by these programs or receive benefits or support services that fall
short of what would bring them out of poverty This leaves a large role for the residual
programs known as the welfare system

The principles that follow are meant to shape and guide the national debate on the
welfare reform issue. They are neither intended to address all of the shortcomings of the
cuient welfare system nor to establish a specific plan to alleviate poverty and its attendant
effects for all elements of the Amencan population. Many additional 1deas are necessary to
build on the concepts presented here and provide a comprehensive solution to the problem of
poverty in America. It is hoped that these principles will establish the fundamental direction
for future welfare reform efforts, and that any reforms enacted in the coming months will be
consistent with these principles.

-
wber,
~
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The principles are:

L PERSONS WHO WORK SHOULD BE REWARDED FOR THEIR
EFFORTS. THEY SHOULD RECEIVE INCOME SUFFICIENT TO SUR
PORT A FAMILY AND ACCESS TO NECESSARY HEALTH CARE AND
CHILD CARE. BARRIERS TO THE EMPLOYMENT OF LOW [N OME
PERSONS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED.

IL JOB OPPORTUNITIES, JOB COUNSELING, TRAINING, EDUCA-
TION, PLACEMENT, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES SHOULD BE
WIDELY AVAILABLE AS PRIMARY TOOLS TO PREVENT AND OVER-
COME POVERTY

IIL THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD ASSURE A MINIMUM
STANDARD OF LIVING — INCLUDING SUFFICIENT FOOD, CLOTH-
ING, SHELTER AND MEDICAL CARE ~ TO THOSE IN POVERTY

IV. ADDITIONAL INVESTMENTS SHOULD BE MADE IN PRO-
GRAMS PROVED SUCCESSFUL IN PREVENTING FUTURE POVERTY
AND ITS ILL EFFECTS.

V. WELFARE POLICIES SHOULD AID BOTH ONE-AND TWO-PAR-
ENT FAMILIES IN NEED. EXISTING CHILD SUPPORT LAWS SHOULD
BE MORE EFFECTIVELY ENFORCED.

VL IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES ABOVE, THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD MAINTAIN A STRONG PRESENCE, SET
TING MINIMUM BENEFIT STANDARDS, PROVIDING ADEQUATE RE-
SOURCES FOR EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS, AND SUPPORTING APPRO-
PRIATE AND EFFECTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVES.
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L PERSONS WHO WORK SHOULD RECEIVE INCOME SUFFI-
CIENT TO SUPPORT A FAMILY AND ACCESS TO NECESSARY
HEALTH CARE AND CHILD CARE. BARRIERS TO THE EMPLOY-
MENT OF LOW INCOME PERSONS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED.

Despite the difficulties they encounter in the labor market, most welfare recipients want
the chance to work to support themselves and their families. While weifare benefits are low
— far below the poverty line in most states — the employment opportunities available to most
recipients often lead to little economic gain and to marginal employment. Several factors
account for this.

Most recipients of public assistance face a complete loss of income assistance, medical
benefits and support services (and a partial loss of food stamps), within a few months of
taking full-time employment, regardless of the level of wages and benefits attached to the job.
Since the recipient may also face high workrelated expenses such as child or dependent care,
transportation, and payroll taxes, the financial rewards of the job are often low or non-exis-
tent. Accepting such work can place the security and health of a breadwinner’s family in
Jjeopardy

A substantial part of the problem is that wages for entry level jobs are too low to support
a family A fulktime minimum wage job today provides earnings of less than 65% of the
poverty level for a family of four. The minimum wage has been frozen since 1981, losing 25%
in purchasing pcwer since that time. In addition, many jobs are becoming less than full time,
further reducing the wages and benefits available to support the worker and his/her family

The recent upward trend in the number of persons without health insurance is also a
major part of the problem. More than half of all uninsured adults in 1984 were employed
fulktime or part-time.

THEREFORE: Working families receiving income insufTicient to support themselves and
their children should receive tax relief, higher wages and/6r wage supplcments, and assur
ances of subsidized child care, continuing medical coverage, and other support services, until
economic independence 1s established. This can be achieved by strengthening the work incen-
tive features — including transiticna® health care and child care — within majr welfare
programs, expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and adjusting 1t by famly size, increas-
ing the minimum wage, or 2 combination of these and other approaches

ERIC
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IL JOB OPPORTUNITIES, JOB COUNSELING, TRAINING, EDUCA-
TION, PLACEMENT, AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES SHOULD BE
WIDELY AVAILABLE AS PRIMARY TOOLS TO PREVENT AND OVER-
COME POVERTY

Economic conditions often prevent welfare recipients from finding and retaining employ-
ment in many areas of the country While public assistance recipients want to work, a dearth
of available and accessible jobs, continuing discrimination in employment, and 8 mismatch
between skills required by employers and those held by low income people stand in the way
Women, minoritics, and persons with disabilites are especially likely to receive lower wages
and have fewer employment opportunities available 1o them.

The poor are not monolithic. They have varying levels of skill, education, self-esteem,
and knowledge of the job market, and they face varied barriers to employment. Some have
physical or mental disabilities.

In designing employmentrelated programs for weifare recipients, the varying needs, cis
cumstances, and characteristics of the population must be recognized. Some recipients need
help finding a job; others need comprehensive job counseling, self-esteem building, andr
literacy ssistance before they will be job ready Some need skills training, on-theob training,
and comprehensive supportive services in order to prepare for paid employment. Disabled
recipicnts may need specis! support services in the home or at work in order to be productive
employces. In many jurisdictions, more jobs need to be created. For still other recipients, a
long-term commitment to basic education, skills training, and supportive services may be
required before a job and economic independence are feasible goals.

Programs should be established which recognize and support the dignity of the individ-
ual. Low income persons should be affordcd maximum opportunity to determine whether and
how they will participate in programs designed to enhance their employability and future
selfsufficiency Programs that promote self-determination have proved effective.

THEREFORE: Welfare reform initiatives must begin with an investment in people and
an expansion of job opportunities. Programs available to welfare recipients should offer a
menu of job counseling, training, education and literacy assistance, job creation, job place-
ment, and supportive services designed to match the necds of the individuais targeted for
service. Any subsidized work opportunities offered to recipients should provide pay, benefits,
and rights equal to those afforded other employees performing similar work Subsidized Jobs
should not result in the displacement of existing workers or 1n lower wages and benefits for
them. States and localities should have flexibilitv to design programs which relate to the local
labor market and characteristcs of local recipients, but there should be federal safeguards to
ensurc adequate services. Programs which expand services avaslable to people through coordi-
nation of government programs, private sector investment, and utilization of community orga-
nizations should be encouraged
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IIL THR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD ASSURE A MINI-
MUM STANDARD OF LIVING INCLUDING SUFFICIENT FOOCD,
CLOTHING, SHELTER AND MEDICAL CARE, TO THOSE IN POVERTY

Children comprisc 3 disproportionate share of America’s poor. About 13 million «:ildren,
or one in five, lived below the poverty line in 1985. This is not only morally indefensible, but
it also exacts a high price from socicty in health care and remedial education costs, as well
as increased crime and loss of productivity Especially among younger children, poverty can
vesult in impeirments for which a society must pay over the child’s lifetime.

Income assistance levels for children and their families vary widely in the United States
and have fallen off sharply in recent years. While some states provide aid twice that of others,
most provide basic income maintenance payments at levels far below the puverty line. The
substantial disparities in the levels of benefits available throughout the country are not justi-
fied by the variation .n living standards. Low benefits in many states undoubtedly cause
hardship — in terms of hunger and homelessness — in these areas.

The income safety net program for the elderly and disabled, Supplemental Security In-
come Program (SSI), also provides inadcquate assistance. Benefit levels for those living alone
approximate three-fourths of the poverty line. Only half the states provide any suppiementa-
tion, averaging a mere $36 per month. In addition, resource eligibility standards have been
eroded due to inflation since the program’s inception.

As a result, millions of low-income elders and disabled persons do not Qualify for SSI and,
therefore, also do not receive health insurance through Medicaid. Their chronic poverty and
inability to pursue employment opportunities warrant enhanced public benefits and employ-
ment assistance.

THEREFORE: Coupled with strategies to reduce poverty through increased employ-
ment, adequate incomes must be provided for those who cannot work, are temporarily out of
work, or are enrolled in training or educar.s: programs. A minimum sStandard of income
assistance should be established ior al! children and their families, including those with two
parents. Assistance standards for the eiderly and disabled should be improved. And health
benefits should be available to all with incomes below the poverty line.
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IV. ADDITIONAL INVESTMENTS SHOU'D BE MADE IN PRO-
GRAMS PROVEN SUCCESSFUL IN PREVENT: .G FUTURE POVERTY
AND ITS ILL EFFECTS.

An effective and appropriate way to reduce future poverty and its costs to society is to
invest in preventive programs simed at children and youth. WIC (the Special Suppiemental
Food Program for Women, Infants and Children), Head Start, Chapter I, and Job Corps are
among the federal programs that have proved effective in improving the health and carning
potential of tomorrow’s aduits. Such programs also reduce the need for later remedial atten-
tion, whether it be in the schools, hospitals or criminal justice system. Yet such preventive
programs fail to reach large proportions of their target populations.

THERE FORE: Additional investments should be made in preventive programs that pro-
vide children and youth with a hetter chance of escaping poverty Funding for programs of
proven cflectiveness, such as WIC, Head Start, Chapter I, Job Corps and others, should be
extended to provide access to all eligible children.
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¥, WELFARE POLICIES SHOULD AID BOTH ONE-AND TWO-PAR-
ENT FAMILIES IN NEED. EXISTING CHILD SUPPORT LAWS SHOULD
BE MORE EFFECTIVELY ENFORCED.

Some poor families in Amevica are maintained by mothers alone and others by two
parents, one or both of whom are experiencing unemployment, disability, or economic disad-
vantage. Weifare policies necd to be designed to meet the nceds of all variations of family
tife without stigms or preference.

In many states, social policies do not adequately accommodate the dual responsibilities
of the single pareat. Training and employment policics and programs effectively bar access to
single parents by failing to address their needs for child care, transportation, and long-term
income support.

In about half the states, most two-parent families cannc’ receive Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, and in the remaining states availability of aid to two-parent unemployed
families is greatly limited. Such policies discriminate against two-parent families.

Efforts to enfcrce support of children by absent Parents have increased in recent years,
but much more can be done in this area In 1983, only about 58 percent of women potentially
cligible for child support were awarded payments; of these, only half received the full amount
due and onefourth received nothing. Thus, efforts to expand support awards and increase
collection of child support payments can be critical clements in alleviating poverty

THEREFORE: Coverage of two-parent families under Aid to Families with Dependent
Children shouid be required in all states and eligibility restrictions should be eased. Greater
responsiveness to the special needs of one-parent families should be emphasized, especially in
employment and training programs and child 2nd dependent care services. There should also
be more effective implementation of current child support requirements.
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VL IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES /ABOVE, THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD MAINTAIN A STRONG PRESENCE, SET
TING MINIMUM BENEFIT STANDARDS, PROVIDING ADEQUATE RE-
SOURCES FOR EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS, AND SUPPORTING APPRO-
PRIATE AND EFFECTIVE STATE AND LOCAL INITIATIVES.

Tbefedadmtmminammlrdeinaﬁagfam&pouiteﬂau
minauutheindmmciencyandreducetheindiamonwdfamamwbewu
Progress over the past 25 years in alleviating poverty, incressing life expectancy, and reducing
infant mortslity is directly connected to the strong presence of the federal government
through 3 variety of social programs aad policies. Any weifare reform efforts should buiid on
sad improve the curreat system, oot diminish it.

Twenty{five years ago, our nation's elderly were three times more likely t0 be poor than
the rest of the population. Today this disperity has been eliminated, although certain sub-
groups of the elderly — women, minorities and persons over §5 — remain at dire economic
rid:.m-mﬁumaunﬁmdbmﬁuh&dal&wﬁqislar.dymsiuefot
this decline in poverty among the aged. In addition, the fact that the SSI program has 3
federal minimum benefit level which is anaually updated for inflation heips cnsure that the
¢lderly poor do not fall mare deeply into poverty each year. A similar spproach for children
Mﬁrhﬁﬁamuﬁuifmwyuduemeamqumu

lcwhotasimncemdesﬁmummumurydnmﬁullydumdm
ties in local reveaue bases or local prejudices about the poor. Ofentimes, national economic
faeaauumuemploymtandiuaeuequinunkuhrmphkam; Ata
ﬁmmmamﬂmtheueateudemandfwhup.theymybemmemwwideim
It is important for the federal government 1o establish funding mechanisms and besefit stan-
dards to assure that all Americans in necd receive minimum, adequate besefits. Better coordi-
nation of federal programs should occur and changes shovid be made to increase sccess and
reduce administrative burdens on participants and sdministrators.

Great care should be taken not 10 weaken or yndermine this federal commitment by
coasolidating, or tashing ouC programs. It is widely acknowledged that such inkind 88sis-
tance as subsidized howsing and medical care cannot be purchased on the open market by
persons with incomes at or ncar the poverty line. Fu. termore, recent expericnce has shown
that program consolidation, as in the education and jpb-training block grants, tends to reduce
federal financial support for low-income progreams that are already underfunded. In all of
these areas, such as child care and nutrition, and others of importance to disadvantaged
persoas, program elimination or consolidation would have an extremely adverse impact on low
income iadividusls and familics.

THEREFORE: Reforms are needed that build on and strengthen the current fed-
craltate partaership in funding and administering the welfare system. A strong federal
presence is needed to provide minimally adequate benefits and a sufficient revenue source to
acsure that all needy Americans have access to adequate food, clothing, shelter, health care
and employment opportunity The history of state and local efforts in providing for the poor,
including curreat disparities in performance, require that a strong federal role be maintained
in anti-poverty efforts.

Page 8

49

ERIC

R A v ext Provided by R




“

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

43

The following grouwps snd individuals have endorsed the Statemeat of Principles on Welfare
Reform. While each eadorser may differ on the specifics of this document, all generally agree with
the principles set forth in it.

American Awmociation of Meatal Deficiency

American Association of Retired Persons

American Baptist Churches

American Jewish Committee

American Jewish Congress

American Public Health Association

Americaas for Democrstic Action

Arizons Coalition for Human Services

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN®
Bruce Babbitt, Goveraor of Arizona

Robert M. Ball, Former Commissioner, US. Social Security Ad: - ration
Bill Bolling, Director, Atlanta Community Food Bank

Bread for the #orld

Catholic Charities, USA

US. Catholic Conference

Center on Budget and Policy Prionities

Center for Law and Social Policy

Child Care Law / ‘cater

Child Weifare League of America

Children’s Defense Fund

Children’s Foundation

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)

Church of the Brethres

Church Womea United R
Wilbur Cohen, Former . ccretary, US Depastment of Health. Education and Welfare
Commission on Social Action of Reformed Judaism

Comnecticut Associstion for Human Services

Consumers Unioa of US.

Diocese of the Armenian Church
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Disability Rights, Education and Defense Fund

US. Rep. Thomas Downey

Peter Edeiman, Georgetown University Law Center

Epilepsy Foundation of America

Robert H. Finch, Former Secretary, US. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Dr. Arthur Flemming, Former Secretary, US. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Raymond L. Flynn, Mayor of Boston

Florids Impact

Food Justice Programs

Food Research and Action Center (FRAC)

Friends Committee on National Legisiation

US. Rep. Richard Gephardt

Gray Panthers

US. Rep. Gus Hawkins

Hunger Action Center

In Our Own Way

Interfaith Action for Economuc Justce

Jesuit Social Ministries

Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago

Jobs With Peace Campaign

Barbara Jordan, Lyndon B. Johnson Centenmial Charr 10 Natonal Policy. LBJ School of Public Policy
US. Rep. Barbara Kennelly

Kentucky Task Force vn Hunger

League of Women Voters

US. Rep. Mickey Leland

US. Rep. Sander Levin

Dr. Michsel Lipsky, Professor of Political Science. Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Lutheran Famuly and Children's Services of Missour:

Maryland Food Committee

US. Rep. Robert Matsui

Mennonite Central Committee, US — Peace Section. Washington Office

Michigan Welfare Rights Orgamization
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Mid-West Women's Conter, Chicago, IL

US. Rep Goorge Miller

NAACP Legal Defense snd Educationa! Fund. Inc.

Netions! sation of Pr and Ad y Sy Inc.

National Amociatios of Socis! Workers

National Center for Poticy Alterastives

Netionsl Commigsion o Working Women

National Consumers League

Natione! Couacil of Catholic Women

National Council of Churches

Nationsl Cowacil of Sesior Citizens

Natioss! Farmers Unica

Nationa! League of Cities

Nationsl Organization of Legal Services Workers, District 65, UAW
. gromive Baptist C

Nationa! Urban Lesgue, Inc.

National Women's Law Center

Natioas! Womea's Political Caucus

North Dakots Clisats Counci!

BEll O'Hsre, Joist Center for Politscat Studics

Maafred Ohreasteis, New York State Senate Minority Leader

Opportuaities ladustrialization Centers of America, Inc.

US. Rep. Loon Panetta

Parcats Without Partaers

Hoa, Justing Wise Polier

Presbyterian Chusch, Washisgton Office

Reformed Church in America

Tom Rhodenbaugh, Director, US. Programs for Save the Children

Statewide Emergency Network for Social and Economuc Secunity, New York State

Jule Sugn S % Washington State Department of Social & Health Services

Usited Auso Workers

United Food aad C Workers inter Unson

Villers Advecacy Amocistes

US. Sen. Lowsll Weicker

Elizabeth Wickeadea, Director, Study Growp on Social Secunty

Wider Opportuaities For Women

Women sad Poverty Progect

Charles Wooda, Director, Tucson Commun:ty Food Bank

World Huager Yesr

YWCA Nations! Bosrd

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




46

Chairman Forp. Thank you very much.
The Chair will recognize Cindy Marano at this time.

STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA MARANO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WIDER OPPORTUNITIES FOR WOMEN

Ms. MARANO. Good afternoon, Chairman Ford, and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee. I am going to discuss in greater length
two of the principles that were “2veloped in the statement of prin-
ciples that Rob has been discus. z with you.

I speak first as a member of the coalition, but also from my expe-
rience with Wider Opportunities for Women, a national nonprofit
organization, specializing in the employment and training of
women. WOW has spent more than 20 years developing and per-
fecting employment, education, training, and job-related strategies
to improve the economic status of women and their families. Since
so many welfare recipients across the United States are female, we
believe that this experience stands us in good stead in recommend-
ing both principles and programs for you to consider in welfare
reform discussions in the 100th Congress.

WOW has initiated a second coalition of organizations—the Na-
tional Coalition on Women, Work, and Welfare Reform—which will
be bringing a proposal on welfare reform to the members of the
committee in the next several weeks. That coalition, which repre-
gents 30 national groups, has also prepared ‘‘Perspectives for
Women and Welfare Employment,” a document outlining recom-
mendations to policymakers and advocates on the development of
employment initiatives for welfare recipients. Copies have been dis-
tributed with my testimony to each member of the committee.

Two principles I will discuss today are:

One, persons who work should be rewarded for their efforts.
They should receive income sufficient to support a family and
access to necessary health care and child care. g:.m'ets to the em-
ployment of low-income persons should be eliminated.

0, job opportunities, job counseling, training, education, place-
ment, and supportive services should be widely available as pri-
mary tools to prevent and overcome poverty.

Despite the barriers they encounter in the labor market, most
welfare recipients want the chance to work to support themselves
and their families. This has been documented repeatedly in studies
like that undertaken by the Coalition on Human Needs, by the
field hearings held by the President’s task force, and by experi-
ments in States like Massachusetts and Maine. Yet no recipient
should be asked to take employment which results in a loss of
income or economic security for her or his family.

We believe that any initiatives you consider must tackle this dif-
ficult problem directly, providing paths out of poverty which will
result in a financial benefit to welfare recig:z:m and their / nilies.
We contend that the current income and basic benefits sysic.as do
not provide economic security and that welfare employment initia-
tives must be designed to ensure both adequate basic needs and

thways for achieving economic independence and security in the

ong term.
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Elimination of recipients from the welfare rolls alone is not an
appropriate stan of performance for a welfare employment
program. The preparation and placement of recipients in perma-
nent private and public sector j& with decent wages and benefits
are appropriate activities for a publicly funded welfare employ-
ment program and are worthy of considerable Federal investment.

Some would recommend that the way to achieve this might be to
reduce benefits as a way of stimulating recipients to enter tm‘.ninﬁ
or jobs. The coalition ;ﬂ‘ects this concept as both inhumane an
economically shortsigh

Weasktgatyou ign a program which will improve the eco-
nomic prospects for welfare recipients and their families. There are
several avenues you might consider in this regard:

A tee oﬁivable benefits for those who cannot work imme-
diate tg; improvement of the wages of entry level jobs through rais-
Ef e minimum wage; recognition of AFDC provisions which

ow welfare recipients to start businesses; provision of adequate
funding so that the necessary supportive services can be provided
80 that recpients can be trained or find employment; investment
in education and training for jobs which can support the recipient
and his or her family; and transition services which continue wel-
fare benefits into the first year of employment so that recipients
will not risk family security in taking alj:;)obs.

Any new system designed should provide adequate funding
to States to coordinate with current programs and to provide train-
ing for emo?loyees involved in administering the program. Certainly
the kind of case management approach that we ﬁeard about before
would be very helpful. Currently, a barrier to the self-sufficiency of
recipients is the host of mixed m es they receive in the com-
plex of programs they must untangle in order to enter training or
Job assistance programs. Many are told that their benefits will be
reduced or eliminated if they enroll for training or education. This
is the sort of barrier we must eliminate.

As you design new welfare employment initiatives, other princi-
ples must come into play. Since recipients are a very varied popula-
tion, the menu of services offered must be similarly varied and in-
dividualized. The kinds of services offered will also be affected b
geographic and economic factors. States will have to have the flexi-

ility to design the a gropriate mix of services, with standards of
appropriate services defined federallly.

e recipients will only need help locating a job and marketing
their well developed skills. Others, who have never worked for pay,
have been out of the labor market longer, or whose skills are o
lete, may need job counseling, skills assessment, skills training,
educational and literacy assistance, supportive services, job place-
ment help and other services in order to get economically sustain-
ing work. 8till others may not be ready for training or a job. They
may face physical disabilities, familv crises, dependent care respon-
sibilities, transportation barriers, which are unmet by public
tems, and other obstacles which mean that job placement or job

reparation is not immediately appropriate or would require a
onger term planning process.

In some locales support services are in such scarcity that recipi-
ents cannot find the child care, housing, food, nutrition, or health

04 .




48

care to concentrate on gettifg a job « - enterifg training. Recipients
cannot be penalized for these conditions. Nor can we overlook them
in our enthusiasm for creating self-sufficiency.

What you must consider in designing new welfare employment
programs is what we 1 _se learned from our past experience in de-
signinfmeducation and employment programs. We know, for exam-

le, what CETA cost and how it performed. We know the cost of
A services and the common critique of how JTPA has
“creamed” to serve the most job ready. As a nation, we have exten-
sive experience with the development of employment training pro-
fmms for welfare recipients. A quick rundown cf what we know
ays out your agenda for the fut. ce:

Geud job training and good job development are not inexpensive.
Pioviding quality services eted for those who need them most
is more espensive than providing minimally helpful services to a
large number t}t"lf)eople who may or may not benefit. Universal,
minima!lly helpful services Love not, however, been demonstrated
to have a significant impact in achieving long term economic inde-
pendence among welfare recipients.

Quality services for those public assistance recipients who wish
to icipate or are ready for education, training, or employment
will require a substantial public investmer:—probably at a total
cost more than the average JTPA per participaut cost of $3,000 to
$4,000. Massachusetts’ choices program reports a $3,800 cost
per participant in a State with fairl i.w unemployment, with the
rarticipation of 30,000 welfare reci- .8 over a 3-year period.

Targeting services which are appropriate to individual recipients
requires a funded assessment process for those who are to be
served. Under many current f)rograms, recéi(rients are simply as-
signed to available training, placement, or education slots bearing
little relevarce to their skills, educational needs, local labor
market realities, or career interests. We maintain that this is a
waste cf mcney. Individualized assessment would avoid this waste
of resourcec. But assessment also adds to the cost of services and
must be considered part of the program offered.

An experience encountered in no, Calif., demonstrates why.
Fresno planners for the GAIN program estimated that program
participants would move swiftly through job search, short-term
tlt-:aining, and into a job. In t}l:e méglal ski lz;tefgtl?g 1og'ram offeretg
at program startup, more than 60 percent of eligible participan
hmf reading and math skills below the 8th a£ level. The pro-

am had to be redesigned and program standards readjusted. %ut
unding based on eariier assumptions had already been dispersed.

Sup%ortive services like child care, transportation, remediation,
English as a second language, and emergency assistance are criti-
cal in maintaining access to employment and training or education
services for welfare recipient~ ese services are capped under
JTPA at a cos. of no more than 15 percent of States allocations.
Many States have spent only 10 percent on these services, but this
is for a pupulation which includes other target populations for
which support services may be less needed.

In States which planned or promised these services to recipients
enrolled in welfare emﬁlloyment programs, costs are substantially
higher, sometimes reaching 50 percent of the cost of training. In
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many areas, these services are not available in large enough num-
bers for those currently enrolled in training and education pro-
grams. Long waiting lists now preclude access to available training.
To provide these services for all welfare recipients who volunteer
to enter training or employment programs would require invest-
ment in greatly expanded services. Certainly, the investment would
be worth the cost.

Finally, job development and job creating efforts must be built
into any new Federal welfare employment initiative. As has been
learned in Massachusetts, where 1nemployment has been low, mar-
keting of welfare unemployment program graduates to *he State’s
employers has been a critical aspect of the program. With higher
unemployment, these services are even more necessary. Employers
are not standing in line to hire economically disadvantaged clients
and/or welfare recipients with little work experience in locales
where experienced and highly skilled workers are having difficulty
finding jobs.

Marketing work with employers, aggressive job development, in-
centives for employers and tie-ins with the State and local econom-
ic development process are necessary and will pay off. The ET
choices program has involved 8,000 employers in the hiring of pro-
gram graduates. But, such marketing and development components
also add to the cost of a quality program.

In summary, I urge you to consider what a quality education,
employment, and training program costs. This is the part of the
program needed by those welfare recipients ready to prepare for
long term self-sufficiency. Such a program would be an investment.
It would be coupled with other policy actions ensuring adequate
minimum supports for those not ready for or unable to work, im-
proved entry wages, and strengthened child support enforcement.
It would offer states the chance to design programs which match

the needs of their population and their economies. To provide less.

or to talk about cost savings is to ignore the employment and train-
ing lessons of the past and the realities of life of the poor in Amer-
ica. We encourage a more positive investment approach. Evidence
shows that such an approach can be successful and can result in
economic independence for welfare fa: ailies. Such an approach now
would be worthy of the t2rm “welfare reform.”

Thank you.

[An attachment to the prepared statement follows:]
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PERSPECTIVES ON WOMEN AND WELFARE EMPLOYMENT

A publication of the National Coalition on Women,
Work and Welfare Reform
August, 1986

This publication represents the .ollective perspectives and
work of the following coalition members:

American Friends Service Committee

Children's pefense Fund

Church Wowen United

Corpora‘ion for Enterprise Development

Displ aced Homemakers Network

Federally Employed Women

The Friends Committee on National Legislation

The Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
National Commission on Working Women

The National Conference of Puerto Rican Women, Inc.
The National Women's Law Center

United Church of Christ, Office for Church in Society
Network: A Catholic Social Justice Lobby

Wider Opportunities for Women

The Women and Poverty Project

The Women's Equity Action League

YWCA cf the U.S.A., National Boaxd
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PERSPECTIVES ON WOMEN AND WELPARE EMPLOYMENT

I. Introduction

The National Coalition on women, Work, and wW2lfare Reform
was formed in 1985 to address the emergence of new state and
federal welfare employment initiatives. The Coalition
represents national organizations concerned about the impact
of AFDC work programs and their requirements upon women and
their families. The list of member groups appears on the cover
of this publication. As a group, the Coalition works to
achieve state and national welfare policies which promote the
economic independence of public assistance recipients while
retaining a high degree of choice. flexibility, and respect
for personal employment goals. .

The Coalition spent its first six months assessing a
number of welfare employment initiatives being piloted in the
states and reflecting upon the analyses available on these
programs. During 1986-87, the Coalition will monitor the
development of new state efforts; provide public information
to administrators, advocates, the press, and policymakers at
the state and national levels on welfare employment
initiatives; monitor and analyze Administration welfare
proposals; and involve the local affiliates of involved
national organizations in policymaking and program monitoring
processes on the welfare employment issue.

Purpose of the Paper

This first Coalition publication has been developed to
alert local and state advocates to the presence of the
Coalition, to share the perspective of the Coalition on the
welfare employment issue, and to put forward several initial
strategies local advocates or policymakers might use in
considering proposed or ongoing welfare employment
initiatives. A list of additional resources on the issue are
offered at the close of this publication, along with a list of
groups and individuals with expertise and interest in wel fare
employment issues. Many of the Coalition’s member
organizations have developed and are developing additional
resource materials on aspects of the employment of low-income
and welfare women.

The Coalition believes it is important for advocates and
policymakers at the local, state, and national levals to
participate in the welfare employment policy debate. Those
who advocate for women, for full employment, and for civil and
welfare rights have an important role to play in the
development of these policies. It is the role of these groups
working together to ensure that poor women retain the options
for meaningful and financially rewarding employment, for work
at home caring for children, or for full-time education to

-1-
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prepare for economic self-sufficiency. For many low-income
women, these options are being limited, restricced, or
foreclosed by punitive workfare policies. In other locales,
the traditional workfare concept has been transformed to mean
the development of a full complement of services designed to
protect and support a recipient’'s options and invest in her
preparation for economic independence. In a climate of
intense policy activity -- varying greatly from state to
state with regard to quality, ccmprehensiveness, and cost --
communication, clarity, and committed effort will be necessary
to ensure effective services for welfare women.

This paper is designed to put forward our perspective and
to servé as a point of contact with others interested in
affecting welfare-to-work policy. We welcome the comments,
critical and and supportive, of colleague groups and
individuals working in this field.

II. WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT WORK AND WELFARE

1) Families turn to AFDC for many reasons.

The majority of families begin receiving AFDC because of
a change in family structure--divorce, separation, desertion
of a parent, death of a parent, or birth of a child. Others
turn to AFDC for support because they lose or cannot find a
job, suffer a loss of earnings, or become incapacitated.

While two-thirds of all AFDC recipients are children,
nearly 90 percent of all AFDC families are maintained by women
alone. Child care responsibilities preclude many adults on
AFDC from seekiny or maintaining employment. More than 60
percent of all AFDC families include children younger than age
six; almost 40 percent have children younger than aje three.

2) Most adults on AFDC want to work.

Despite the difficulties they encounter in the labor
market, most AFDC recipients want the chance to get a decent
job which allows them to support their families. Half of all
adults on AFDC move off the welfare rolls within two years,
many finding their way back into the labor force on their own.
Others face multiple barriers to employment, including lack of
job skills and recent work experience, poor basic skills,
functional illiteracy, sex and race discrimination, lack of
transportation, and inadequate support services. Few are
encouraged to seek a wide range of career choices or to
consider nontraditional employment.

Unfortunately, the structure of AFDC frequently
discourages work effort. Recipients who find paid employment
are only slightly better off financially than those who rely
solely upon AFDC. They also run the risk of losing health
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insurance under Medicaid if their earnings make them
ineligible for AFDC benefits. Bureaucratic barriers such as
requirements to report in person to the welfare office on a
regular basis also make it difficult to hold a job without
losing AFDC eligibility.

Broader economic conditions also prevent AFDC recipients
from finding and retaining employment in many areas. The
nation’s unemployment rate has not dropped below 6.5 percent
for more than six years, and 8.5 million Americans cannot find
work today. In some parts of the country, the official
unemployment rate still exceeds 10 percent. Among female
family heads, the unemployment rate was 11.5 percent in 1985,

3) Mandatory participation in work programs is counter-

productive.

Given the diversity of problem: and barriers to
employment which AFDC recipients face, an inflexible
requirement that all recipients participate :. work-related
activities makes little sense. Large numbers will choose to
take part in voluntary programs. This choice to participate
enhances the self-esteem of recipients while also
strengtheniny their awareness that they are responsible for
the decisions which lead to self-sufficiency.

A uniform mandate imposed on all AFDC adults also ignores
the great variation in their needs, life circumstances, and
communities. For some recipients, the most appropriate choice
is to care for a sick or disabled dependent or a very young
child rather than to participate in a work program. Efforts
to promote self-sufficiency must reflect this need for
flexibility and choice.

4) Some recipients need substantial help to become self-
sufficient.

Deficits in education, training, and work experience pose
major barriers to employment for many AFDC recipients, Fewer
than 40 percent of all adults on AFDC are high school
graduates. Among AFDC recipients required to register for the
Work Incentive (WIN) program in 1983, roughly 60 percent had
math skills below the eighth or ninth grade level and nearly
half had reading skills below that level. At least one in
four adults on AFDC has no prior work experience.

Such barriers can only be removed through substantial
investments to enhance the academic and job skills of adults
on AFDC. Required work assignments, or work relief, do not
yield lasting gains in future employment and earnimgs for most
AFDC recipients,

-3
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5) No work program can succeed without jobs at the end.

Training programs for AFDC recipients are of little value
if poor employment conditions keep them from finding work. A
state which focuses only on employment preparation, without
also addressing the need for job creation and economic
development, runs the risk of squandering its investment.

The quality of job placements also 18 a key factor in
efforts to promote economic self-sufficiency. Employment
opportunities which canrot support families--including jobs at
the minimum wage, those in seasonal industries and those
without health insurance--may move families off AFDC
temporarily, but provide few prospects for long-term stability
and self-support. Preparation for high wage and nontradi-
tional jobs for recipients should be a priority.

6) AFDC recipients cannot be asked to neglect their families.

AFDC parents need to be assured of adequate child care
and other supportive services in order to participate in
wel fare-to-work programs. They also need transitional health
and child care assistance so that they are not in the position
of risking the well-being of their children when they accept
employment and move off the welfare rolls.

7) Genuine welfare reform is long overdue.

The AFDC program was created in 1935 primarily as a means
of meetirg the income needs of widows with young children.
While the structure of the AFDC program has changed little
over the past fifty years, the nature of the AFDC population
has changed dramatically. The time has come to consider
genuine welfare reforms--and particularly changes in AFDC -~
which reflect the needs of today'’'s poverty population.

There will always be a neel for a basic cash assistance
program which assists those whc cannot, for whatever reasons,
support themselves. More effective welfare employment
programs by themselves can neither eliminate the need for a
strong system of income supports nor substitute for genuine
welfare reforms. At best, welfare employment programs
represent one important means of addressing the poverty
problem in the United States, increasing prospects for
employment and eventual self-sufficiency for a substantial
segment of the AFDC population but falling short of a complete
response tc their diverse needs.

=
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III. Putting Together a Meaningful Welfare Employment Prag ram

The Coalition on Women, Work, and welfare Reform has
observed the wide range of welfare employment initiatives
being designed in the states. To assist those considering or
responding to such programs, the Coalition has developed a
guide for advocates to use in assessing elements put forward
in such proposals. It is the perspective of the Coalition
that provision of a wide range of program elements and the
choice among these elements by welfare recipients is a
keystone for an effective welfare employment program.

The Coalition recommends that state policymakers and
administrators work to design a program offering as many of
the elements which follow as are possible. If it is not
fiscally possible to provide the wide range of services, it
seems appropriate to the Coalition to offer a broader sector
of employability services to a smaller population of
recipients while maintaining basic income supports, medical
assistance, food stamps, and other basic services for all the
eligible population. This kind of effort should provide a
proving ground for the employment and training components and
provide the time for building political support for a larger
scale effort.

The F.-amework

Oversight Design and Coordination, Communication: An
effective self-sufficiency strategy requires that income
maintenance, supportive services, training, placement,
education, and economic development components be developed,
coordinated, and made accessible to applicants and clients.
This requires state-level agreement on the need for a
comprehensive self-sufficiency strategy and education for the
public on the wisdom and promise of such an approach. Some
form of cabinet council, set of interagency contracts, special
legislative or executive oversight committee is helpful, if
traditional agency and program boundaries are to be bridged.
Advisory bodies which include advocates and recipient groups
are also vital links for making the program work. The
framework for the program should be designed in anticipation
of the need to add and modify program elements. Training of
and communication among caseworkers and program deliverers is
vital. Assistance to participants in evaluating the options
and assessing the economic and personal consequences of each
option will be a critical step in program success.

Intake, Assessment, and Counseling: There should be visible
and well advertised intake points in each community which
determine eligibility, orient applicants and recipients to the

pragrams open to them, provide individual counseling and
assessment, and design, with the client, an individual plan
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for self-sufficiency. This element can be organized within a
public agency or contracted to a community-based organi-
zation.

Information, Innovation, and Evaluation: New program elements
should be built upon information gained from recipients and
the evaluation of previous programs. Evaluations should
collect data on direct and indirect outcomes and benefits over
the long term.

The Choices

Just as people become poor or different reasons, so they
will escape poverty through different routes. For some, the
appropriate strategy may be teaching the skills of how to look
for a job. For many, it will require access to child care,
medical coverage for their children, and other supportive
services. For others, it will mean remedial education, skills
training or a college degree to make a permanent escape from
poverty. Still others may need help only in accessing
existing jobs or being given support to create a job for
themselves.

In short, it must be understood that what is a rcad for
one welfare recipient may be a roadblock for another.
Training may be a dismaying waste of a recipient’'s time if she
already possesses marketable job skills. Just as clearly,
immediate placement in a low-wage, no-benefit job may only
ensure a rapid return to poverty for a woman for whom only
more education will make it possible to compete for a job that
is not marginal and can offer a permanent and adequate income
for her and her family.

Those seeking to escape poverty are best positioned to
make these choices if provided adequate information and real
options. They will gain or suffer as a result; their effort
and commitment will be required for any path to succeed.

A comprehensive menu of choices should include the
following:

A. TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Basic Skills Education: Educational programs should be
designed to develcp proficiency 1n reading, writing,
mathematics, and introduction to technology. English as a
second language may also be needed.

Job Training: Explicit linkages with training programs, such
as JTPA and vocational education, can and snould be developed
so that a reasonable portion of a state's training efforts
serve welfare recipients. Training for nontraditional jobs
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can be encouraged. Additional job training dollars might be
added from state coffers to improve recipients’ access to
skills training.

Post-Secondary Education: Some of the 89% of AFDC recipients
who have not attended college, as well as many of the 11% who
have, are most likely to achieve self-sufficiency by entering
post-secondary education. Federal law allows welfare
recipients to recieve some types of student aid without
reduction of their welfare benefits. Improving knowledge and
reality of the option of post-secondary education, alerting
recipients to the means to finance it without loss of
neécessary welfare support, and increasing the =2fforts of
state-supported colleges and universities to serve this
clientele are all needs around which action is appropriate.
Through such means, Maine doubled its college enrollment of
AFDC recipients in one year.

B. PLACEMENT

Job-Finding Skills: This choice entails creating supportive
jeb clubs, training in job search techniques, and help with
interviewing skills and resume pPreparation.

Placement Efforts: Linking participants with employers is
both a job development and marketing effort. Both are key
elements in an effective welfare to work program.

Grant Diversion: A funding mechanism designed to create jobs
for AFDC recipients, grant diversion provides employers with a
training/employment bonus in return for hiring recipients

for permanent jobs. See Bangster, et al., an MDRC report on
grant diversion in the resource bibliography, for further
information.

Supported Work: By providing comprehensive support services
and acting as an employment agency for welfare recipients,
supported work programs with a long history of success for
recipients are being operated in several states. For more
information on this strategy, see the resources listed in the
Bibliography at the close of this publication.

C. SUPPORT SERVICES

Childcare: Self-sufficiency is a family affair; to free the
head of household for any option, quality child care must
often be available. The $18 million state expenditure for
childcare vouchers for welfare recipients has been one key to
the success of Massachusetts’ ET Choices’ program. Assistance
in arranging for childcare 1s also often vital.

-7-
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Medical Care: In order for employment to be a viable and
responsible option for an AFDC mother, it is important to
insure that she have medical coverage either through Medicaid
or health insurance provided on the job. States are required
under federal law to provide four months of additional
Medicaid coverage after the loss of eligibility for AFDC due
to an increase in a recipient‘s income. When a recipient
loses AFDC eligibility due to the expiration of the earned
income disregard, Medicaid eligibility must continue for an
additional nine months and, at state option, it may continue
for another six months after that. Few, if any, states have
adopted this additional six-month option although it could be
of enormous assistance in facilitating a recipient’'s
transition into the work force.

Work Expenses: Working often entails added transportation,
food and clothing expenditures which can heavily burden the
transition to employment for an AFDC recipient. Federal law
recognizes the existence of work-related expenses and requires
that $75 be deducted from a recipient‘’s income in computing
AFDC eligibility. However, since this $75 must also cover
taxes (AFDC eligibility is computed on gross income), it does
not go very far. Depending on state law, vendor payments and
in~kind contributions may be useful avenues to pursue in
assisting recipients with work expenses. It is important to
clarify, however, that state law would not count such
assistance as income used to offset an AFDC grant or deny
eligibility. 1In addition, child care expenses of up to $160
per child may be deducted from earned income on top of the $75
work expense deduction.

Life Skills: This choice entails pre-employment program
approaches which build self-esteem, 1mprove assertiveness,
build physical fitness and i1mproved nutrition, provide peer
support, develop budgeting and financial skills, and explore
problem~solving skills.

D. JOB CREATION

Linkage with Economic Deve’ >pment Projects: All government-
assisted projects which create jobs should be asked to provide
referral to welfare recipients. These efforts should be
consistent with ongoing affirmative action regulations.

Self-Emglozment: For some welfare recipients the only way
they will acquire a jJob is to create one for themseives.
Thirty percent of AFDC recipients surveyed recently by the
Minnesota State Planning Office said they had considered
starting a business to sustain themselves and could name the
specific business. In Europe, many thousands of unemployed
persons have taken advantage of welfare programs that allow
recipients to6 continue receiving benefits while becoming

sel f-employed.
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E. PROTECTION OF RECIPIENT RIGHTS

Finally, a key ingredient in an effective state welfare
employment initiative will be the development of regulations
and grievance processes which protect a recipient's capacity
to move from one element to another without penalty if an
option is not satisfactory and to refuse program offerings
which do not meet the recipient's needs.

Iv. IMPLICATIONS FOR STATE POLICYMAKERS AND ADVOCATES

1) Begin by finding out what your state has to work with.

Virtually every state is already making some efforts to
move AFDC recipients into permanent jobs. Before starting any
new welfare-to-work 1nitiative, it is important to assess the
streng ths and weaknesses of current state activities under the
Work Incentive (WIN) program, the federal Job Training
Partnership Act, Single Parent and Homemaking programs funded
through Vocational Eduacation, and other educational or
training efforts zerving cCisadvantaged persons.

This assessment of current programs is an essential first
step in building more effective state policies. Only after
developing a clear picture of the state's current capacity to
provide education, training, and support services to AFDC
recipients and the outcomes of these efforts is it possible to
set reasonable goals and plans for the future.

2) Start small and commit to a Jong-term effort.

Setting up a comprehensive state system to help AFDC
recipients move toward employment and self-sufficiency is a
difficult and complex task. States which attempt to do too
much too quickly--particularly by trying to move employment
and training services to the entire AFDC population --can
quickly become overwhelmed and undermine the effectiveness of
their efforts. In addition, while income support and other
basic services are needed by the fuli AFDC population, other
services will be more individualized and planning will be
critical.

An incremental approach often yields better results. By
starting with a manageable program and building on success,
states can avoid stretchiny resources too thin and still
achieve lasting gains for many AFDC recipients.

3) Emphasize voluntary participation.

Given the complexities of welfare-to-work programs, it
makes sense to work with AFDC recipients who want to work and
are eager to participate.
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A focus on voluntary participation builds broad public
support for the program. It also strengthens the dignity,
sel f~esteem and decisionmaking responsibility necessary for
AFDC recipients to make the transition from welfare to work.

4) Concentrate on more intensive investments.

In welfare-to-work programs, as in many areas, you get
what you pay for. Research shows that low-cost interventions
such as job search assistance may prove useful in moving the
most employable participants into jobs more quickly, but do
not result in more significant or lasting gains for the hard-
to-employ.

The most substantial and lasting increases in employment
and earnings are achieved when programs make intensive
investments in education, training and employment preparation
for the most disadvantaged of AFDC recipients. Rather than
providing a quick "band-aid" solution, this approach changes
lives and can lead t¢ long-term self-sufficiency.

5) Keep the focus on lasting gains in employability.

States which promise quick results or large savings in
AFDC costs set themselves up for failure. Demonstration
projects in several states have clearly shown that welfare-
to-work programs at best result in modest reductions in
wel fare expenditures and in the short term may actually cost
more than they save.

To measure the effectiveness of welfare-to-work
initiatives states must look beyond welfare savings to examine
how well programs are enhancing the employability of AFDC
recipients. Strong monitoring and data collection to document
the impact of state programs is essential in order to maintain
public support and to improve program effectiveness.

6) Devote a portion of available resources to job creation

and other "welfare prevention™ strategies.

By focusing only on welfare-to-work efforts, states run
the risk of setting up a perverse system which only helps
struggling individuals and families after they turn to AFDC
for assistance.

At least a portion of a state's resources should be set
aside for investments in prevention--programs and policies
which stimulate job creation and preparation for well-paid
work--so that families have a better chance for independence
without reliance upon welfare systems. Remedial education,
literacy, and job training programs targeted to low-income
teenagers and adults are important components of any

revention strategy.
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7) Learn from the experience of other states.

During the past few years, a number of states have
launched ambitious experiments designed to help AFDC
recipients move into permanent employment at wages which allow
them to support their families. The many lessons derived from
these efforts now constitute a valuable resource for any state
seeking to improve its own programs in this important area.

8) Address the "isms" in society, which affect AFDC
recipients.

The sexism, racism and other forms of discrimination
which affect the employment of minority and other groups in
our society also affect the employment of AFDC recipients.

For welfare employment programs to be successful in placirg
AFDC recipients in meaningful jobs, the enforcement of equal
employment opportunity statutes in the state and the awareness
among both recipients and caseworkers of EEO systems,
procedures, and recipieat rights are critical. State
administrators and policymakers can play a vital role in
seeing that the link is made and that enforcement occurs.

Summary

The National Coalition on Women, Work, and Welfare Reform
provides this publication and the resource bibliography which
follows to eéncourage more active participation in the
development of welfare employment programs at all levels.

The Coalitinn can provide resource persons, speakers, or
other assistance to colleague groups at the local, state, or
national level interested 1in affecting or monitoring welfare
employm~nt policy.
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F. RESOURCE ORGANIZATIONS

American Priends Service Committee

1501 Cherry Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

215-241-7123

Contact: Jane Motz, Economic Rights Program

Area Of Expertise: Welfare reform 1ssues, policy analysis,
and local program work.

Center on Social Welfare Policy and Law

1029 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 850

wWashington, DC 20005

202-347-5615

Contact: Barbara Leyser, Social Poiicy Analyst

Area of Expertise: A national law office specializing in the
needs based assistance programs -- Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, General Assistance, and Supplemental
Security Income. 15 years' experience in analysis and other
work on AFDC work requirements and work demonstration
programs.

Children’s Defense Pund

122 C Street NW, 4th Floor

Washington, DC 20001

202-628-8787

Contact: Cliff Johnson, Director of Youth Employment

Area of Expertise: Research and policy analysis on employment
and training programs, inclviing WIN and welfare-to-work
initiatives; policy development to nromote self-sufficiency
among AFDC recipients; tean pregnancy prevzntion and broader
issues affecting poor and minority children and youth.

The Corporation for Enterprise Development

Suite 1401

1725 K Street, NW

wWashington, DC 20006

202-293-7963

Contact: Rona Feit, Transfer Payment Investment Director
Robert Friedman, President

Areas of Expertise: Economic and enterprise development and

job creation strategies especially in distressed communities

and for disadvantaged peopic; coordination of a six state

self-employment investment demonstration; transfer payment

investment strategies related to training, education,

employment, and self-employment.

Displaced Homemakers Network

1010 Vermont Avenue, Suite 817

Washington, DC 20005

202-628-6767

Contact: Jill Miller, Executive Director
Rubie Coles, Senior Associate
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Area of Expertise: Training and technical assistance to local
programs gerving displaced homemakers. Policy analysis and
publications on vocational educaticn, JTPA, health insurance,
minority women, retirement equity, and child support
enforcement. Administer network of over 700 women's education
and employment programs.

Pederally Employed Women

1010 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 821

Washington, DC 20005

202-638-4404

Contact: Chris de Vries, Legislative Director

Area of Expertise: Policy analysis and publications on pay
equity; civil service retirement systems; federal budget
initiatives; equal employment opportunity; and affirmative
action. Provide training for federally employed women.

National Commission on Working Women

1325 G Street, NW, (LL)

Washington, DC 20005

202-737-5764

Contact: Sandra Porter, Executive Director

Area of Expertise: Advocacy for women in traditional
clerical, sales, factory, and service occupations.
Publications and analysi~ on working poor women. Media
reports and advocacy.

The National Urban League
Washington Operations
111 14th Street, NW
Sixth Floor
Washington, DC 20005
202-898-1604
Contact: Douglas Glasgow, Vice President
Bob McAlpine, Congressional Liaison
Area of Expertise: Legislation and advocacy on welfare
reform. Policy analysis.

National Women’s Law Certer

1616 P Street, NW, Suits 100

Washington, DC 20036

202-328-5160

Contact: Ellen Vargyas

Area of Expertise: Legal requirements for AFDC grants
particulary in the areas of education, child care, and
Medicaid extension.
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NETWORK: A Catholic Social Justice Lobby

806 Rhode Island Avenue, NE

wWashington, DC 20018

202-526-4070

Contact: Nancy Sylvester, I.M.H., National Coordinator

Area of Expertise: Feminization of poverty; the Parental and
Medical Leave Act; pay equity; and plant closing legislation.

United Church of Christ, Office for Church in Society
110 Maryland Avenue, NW, Suite 504
wWashington, DC 20002

202-543-1517

Contacts Patrick Conover
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Area of Expertise: Specializes in women's economic issues
through research, public education, publications litigation,
and lobbying. Current issues include: pensions, taxes,
social security, insurance, dependent care, civil rights,
women in business, and women in the military.

YWCA of the U.S.A., National Board
726 Broadway

New York, New York 10003
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202-628-3636 (DC)
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Women, 1325 G Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005. (202-
638-3143). Additional copies of this publication can be
purchased from WOW for $5.00 pre-paid.
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Chairman Forp. Thank you very much, Ms. Marano, and to each
of the panelists.

I am going to ask if the panelists would leave the witness table
for a few minutes and come back at a !ucer time. We are fortunate
to have with us one of our Senators from New York, who is chair-
man of the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Social Security and
Family Policy, and we understand that he is running on a tight
schedule. I would like to recognize the senior Senator from the
State of New York, a friend of welfare reform, a friend of children
in this Nation, and my good friend, this great person, Senator

Daniel Moymba.n.
We are delighted to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A. US. SENA-
TOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK, AND CHAIRMAN, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY,
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Senator MoyNmHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is an honor to
be back before this honorable committee.

I have got to leave in very short order, as a matter of momentous
consequence is to be voted on on the Senate floor, namely, commit-
tee budgets. And I must get over, as you understand, and I will be
brief. But I have a statement I would like to ask if I might put in
the record.

Chairman Forb. Without objection.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I think it might be helpful if I say a few
words to my friends here, just to give them a sense of what we are
thinking about on our side, sir. You did us a great honor to come
over and testify Friday morning when we began our hearings, and
Tom Downey did the same, and we can sort of bring you up to
speed on that.

Last night, of course, the President did speak about the matter.
He spoke in his State of the Union Message a year ago about a new
national welfare strategy, and I think many of you would have
seen the factsheets that they put out on that. There is a poesibility
that this can be the kind of event in the 100th Congress that tax
reform was last “‘me around. It is real. We should not assume that
we can’t do this, vecause to the contrary, we do a lot of things if we
get together.

On our side we have begun—I don’t speak to any consensus, but
I speak to an emerging feeling, that probably you can’t reform
what we call welfare. You have just got to have a new system of
child support.

What we call welfare is a 52-year-old protgram that was put in
place in 1935, as a temJ)orary bridﬁ: to get families, mothers with
dependent children, widows, over that period of time until families

would have qualified for survivors insurance.

President elt gave mothers and children two sentences in
his meaaaqe to Congress on the subject. A little more space was de-
voted to old age assistance. It would take time for the Social Secu-
rity m to mature 8o that workers would retire with full bene-
fits. He said about 30 years. He was right. They knew what they
were talking about. I the meantime there was the old age assist-
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ance grant program. AFDC was meant, in the same way, to tide
over widows and orphans until survivors insurance matured. But
that was another age. The typical AFDC recipient was seen as a
West Virginia coal miner’s widow. If there was an industrial acci-
dent, and the one breadwinner in the family died; then there was

That is a different situation from what we now face. Whatever
else we know, we know we don’t have political support for this pro-
gram. We aie all in the business of winning support for issues in
public life. Since 1970, we have seen the provision for children
under this title of the Social Security Act, decline in real terms by
one-third. No other recipients of Social Security have seen their
benefits decline a nickel. They have typically scen them go up and,
at minimum in recent years, maintained. Only children have had
their benefits cut. Not a nickel, but a one-third cut.

After you left, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Downey, that grand old
gentleman, Arthur Fleming, testified before us. He was Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare under President Eisenhower. 1
will give a little statistic about the last 10 years.

Going back to 1976, you have a mother with two dependent chil-
dren, a rather common family, as a matter of fact. She works and
she earns up to 75 percent of the poverty line. In 1976, the combi-
nation of her earnings, food stamps, and AFDC benefits would have
brought her family above the poverty line in 46 States out of 50;
last year, the number was 8 States. That i~ what we have done to
children in the last decade. We have really hurt them. If you set
out to hurt a grcup of the population, you couldn’t have done so
more deliberately than what we have done inadvertently.

Just a little point on the future. Fifteen years ago, our birth rate
fell below the reproduction level. You ought never to waste a
child’s life. We don’t have any children to waste. You have to take
a good look at the way we are behaving. It is astonishing. The ele-
mental fact is that the median child in America now lives part of
his or her life as a child in a single parent family. As a matter of
fact, only 40 percent of children reaching 18 live all their lives in a
two parent family. Two natural parents. So child support becomes
an issue.

How do you design a system in which those children don’t suffer
the damage which we can show happens to children who are in
that situation and at low levels of income?

We see two, three general propositions. I will say them very
quickly, then I will answer such questions as you might have.

The first proposition we see emerging is a consensus that parents
have got to assume responsibility for their children. Now, in most
cases that means the male parent. We have begun to find out what
a terrible blow divorce is to most women.

I said after you left, Mr. Chairman, that when I was a boy—Tom
remembers thi ing up in New York City, reading the Daily
News, the Daily Mirror, I had the impression that only millionaires
sot divorced. t was the only thing I read about the Vanderbilts.

ut of course it is just the other way around. The lower your level
of income and education, the higher the likelihood of divorce, and
the provision ~f child support is just awful.
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Only 58 percent of American women raising children alone have
court orders for child su%port. Of those 58 percent, half get paid in
full, one-quarter get paid in , and one-quarter don't get ﬁ:ﬂd
anything. If you distinguish between black, Hispanic, and white,
the ratios are very, very much to the disadvantage of black women.
The average payment for black women, those who get child sup-
port, is $1,400 a year. Not enough to raise a child.

The second area of consensus which is very important, and it has
happened in our lifetime—there’s not one person on this committee
who can’t remember it—is that women have gon2 to work. They
used not to be in the labor force. Fifty years ago they weren’t sup-
posed to be in the labor force. In my State of New York, I can sa
to Ms. Kennelly, as late as 1950, it a school teacher got marri
she had to leave her job. You couldn’t have a married woman
teaching school. She was supposed to be home.

Married women are in the work force, and they are there perma-
nent(lg. Their education demands it of them, and the economy de-
mands it of thcir families. The proportion of women with children
under age 6 in the labor force is 54 percent. Consequently, one as-
sumes a dependent family mother will do what other mothers do:
work—at least part time. In this way, she will contribute to the fi-
nancial security of her children. If the father’s child support pay-
ments, plus the mother’s earned income is not enough, then you
start adding public eupﬁzt.

The third area in which we find agreement is that if you are
going to ask women to work, you have to make it possible for them
to do so0. You have heard Ms. 0, you have to make it possible,
and that involves the Federal Government.

The last thing I would point out is that there is nothing in these

neral emerging ideas that we don’t have, in some way, in place.

ince 1950 we have been trying to enforce parental child support
obligations. We have had job training programs. We know some-
thing about this we didn’t know 30 years ago.

I feel strongly that we can do something and I very much appre-
ciate the honor of coming before your committee and saying these
few words.

[The statement of Senator Moynihan follows:]

StaTEMENT Or HON. DANIEL PAaTRick MOYNIHAN, A U.S. SENATOR FrOM THE STATE
or NEw YORK, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY
Pouicy, Senate FINANCE CoMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me here today to discuss a subject that de-
mands our urgent attention: the well-being of our children. Your leadership in this
area is oft demonstrated and I look forward to working closely with you and the
members of this Subcommittee as the 100th Congress proceeds.

Last evening, we heard President Reugan deliver his State of the Union address.
He said he would submit to the Congress, next month a “new national welfare strat-

egy” to reform the existing system and to “finally break the poverty trap.” If the
President is willing to work on overhauling the current family welfare m, he
will find many of us in ready to work with him. We may be able, in this

100th session of Congress, to bring about genuine social chang»

Such change is much needed. As you noted, at least wec’ s hearing before the
Senate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy, the p.incipal pxﬁr;b)m
now supportifg poor children, Aid to Families with Dependent Children ! 3
does not offer ‘roor families the hope of becomifg self-sufficient.

Al-l'%m' And as a result, I suggested that our objective should be to re&lace the
program, for this half-century old program cannot be “reformed.” Replace it

50
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with a national system of child support—a system that relies first and foremost on
parents to support their children. It is eseential that we do 80, because the majority
of children born today, 60 percent, will live in single-parent families before reaching
thg: e biﬁhdm'h uld ha 1 f
uently, we should require that, in single-parent families, the absent parents
( racltlmlxn:lways fathers) pay a portion"gf their income to help support their
children we should require that a custodial parent (practically always mothers)
help support their children by working. at least part-time, outside the
home—while at the same time providing work an training oﬁrortunities for those
nts. Finally, if parental support myments plus ings still leave a household’s
income below a stipulated minimum benefit level, we should provide for our children
with public support.

EMERGING CONSINSUS

At the hearing of the Senate Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
last Friday, we were impressed by the bipartisan consensus that seems to be emerg-
i.n%a,:ound these themes.

irst, there is nt that nts must assume responsibility for their children.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 1983 there were 8.7 million women canhx;s
for children whose fathers were absent from the home. Only 58 percent of them
court orders or agreements to receive child sutg;e)ort; 42 percent did not. Of the 58
pewenetd with court orders, o:l{he half received full amo::t due them, a quarter
received partial payment, an remaining quarter received nothing.

The problem effects mothers regardless of race, ethnicity, or region, although we
do know that black mothers and mothers of Spanish origin living apart from the
fathers of their children are less likely than their white counte: to be awarded
child support. Aceord;:fg to data summarizea by the Ways and Means Committee
last year, 70 percent of white mothers are awarded child support payments, com-

to 44 percent of Spanis h-origﬁ: mothers, and 34 percent of black mothers.
ite mothers also receive larger child support payments per year ( $2,475 in 1983),
on average, than black ($1,465) and Spanish-origin ($1,839) mothers.

Child support enforcement is a responsibility that croeses income lines. All chil-
dren are entitled to parental support. All custodial parents, mothers in 90 percent of
all single-parent households, have a right to expect the absent parents to help sup-
port their children.

SIntematic enforcement of child support obligations is something we’ve just begun
to do, ite that fact that Congress first passed child support legislation in 1950
(the Notification of Law Enforcement Officials, or the socalled NOLEQ Amend-
ment). But as these data show, we can and must do a better job of enforcing paren-
tal support obligations.

A second area of consensus has to do with work. Whether children live with both
Pparents or just one, able-bodied parents have a responsibility to support their chil-
dren by working. Ideally, in a two-parent family, at least one parent ought to be
working full time. In a single-parent family, there is general agreement that the
parent, usually the mother, work outside the home, at least part-time.

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 70 gereent of all mothers with chil-
dren aied 8ix to 18 years are working at jobs outside the home; 54 percent of moth-
ers with children under the :fe of six are working; and even 51 percent of mothers
with children under the age of three are workin%

What is disturbinf. however, is that many of these working mothers are still poor.
In his statement before the Senate Subcommittee last Friday, Dr. Arthur Flemming,
former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under President Eisenhower,

inted out that in 1986, if a parent with two children were earning income equiva-
ent to 75 percent of the poverty line, her earnings, together with AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits, would lift her family above the poverty line in onl eight states.
Just tzn years before, in 1976, the same household would have esca poverty in 46
states.

A single parent ought not to be poor and dependent on the welfare system when
she is both working and fulfilling her child-rearing obligations. That is why I stress
the importance of developing a new child support system that will rely, primarili',
on ntal support payments from the absent parent, plus earned income. Togeth-
er sources of income ought to free mothers and their children from relying on
public subsidies.

Should a combination of parental squort payments and curnings still be insuffi-
cient t0 care adequately for these children, then tii ;e-limited government assist-
ance, in the form of a child support supplement to the custodial parent, ought to be
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made available. If, after a reasonable J)eriod of time, say, two years, the custodial
parent has not secured a job, she would be provided a public work, training, or edu-
cation assignment as a condition of continued public support.

A third source of agreement stems from the second: If we a2 to expect single par-
ents to go to work, then we must put in place the supportive services that will enable
such parents to train for, secure, and retain jobs outside of the home. For example,
job-training and work experience programs, together with child care s.rvices, are a
must.

Numerous witnesses also testified to the importance of providing poor worki

nts with access to health care coverage for their families. The loss of Medicai

nefits for working parents making the transition from welfare to work may pose a
major disincentive to work. As you, Mr. Chairman, and others pointed out last
week, we may have to mandate the extension of Medicaid benefits to poor house-
holds with young children, rather than leave that option to the states.

In short, the recurring theme sounded by the witnesses at last week’s hearing, is
that of a new “social contract.” A contract in which parents agree to assume the
primary financial responsibility for their children—abeent parents by Faymg child
support and custodial parents by working as much as is practicable. In exchange,
the rest of us, through temporary government assistance, will assure that children
and the families raising them receive adequate income and health care.

THE WHYS AND WHEREFORES OF THE NEW CONSENSUS

We have been %ﬂ) overhaul the AFDC program for the last two decades. We
have not been su . I think there is a reasonable explanation for our inability
to agree on how to reform this program.

To begin with, the AFDC program was never intended to cope with the social re-
alities of the 1980’s. It was designed, in 1935, to be a short-term transitional pro-
gram—a bridge to tide over the widows and orphans who had not yet qualified for
the Survivors Insurance program, enacted into law in 1939.

It was not to be. Rather than “withering away,” the AFDC propram grew. Instead
of becoming a residual program that would supplement a fullﬁ mature Survivors In-
surance ful , in 1986, AFDC suggorted some T million children, double the 3.3
million chi Eren receiving Survivors benefits. .

did not recede into the shadow cast by Survivors Insurance for two impor-
tant reasons.

1. Increase in Female-Headed Households.—First, an earthquake shuddered
through the American family structure. Only a minority of American children may
now ex to reach age 18 having lived continuously with their natural parents. In
1985, 22 percent of children under age 18 were alreadi' living with one parent. But
60 percent of all children born in 1985 can expect to live in a single-p- rent family
before reaching their 18th birthdays.

Divorce accounts for some 68 percent of such single-parent families, separation
eight percent, illegitimacy another 20 percent, and, finally, death of a spouse a mere
three percent.

In 1935, when AFDC was enacted into law, female-headed families were the ex-
ception, not the rule. It was assumed that children lived in two-parent families in
which Father earned the family income and Mother stayed home to keep house and
raise their children. 'n 1935, it was poi)lularly assumed that the typical AFDC bene-
ficiary was a married woman whose husband died in an industrial accident—the
West Virginia coal miner’s widow, for example.

Divorce and illegitimacy did not much figure in policymakers’ thinking in the mid
1930s. Today, these two factors account for 88 percent of all single-parent families.
AFDC was not dcsigned to respond to single-parent families formed under these cir-
cumstances and we should not be surprised, therefore, by its failure to respond ade-

quately.

2. Vaomen in the Workforce—The second reason for AFDC’s troubles may be
traced to the vastly changed expectations regarding women working outside of the
home. Half a century ago, when AFDC was designed, married women did not work.
Young widows with children did not work. The mothers’ pensions operated by most
states prior to the Social Security Act were intended to provide income to single
mothers so that they could remain at home to raise their children. Both the
&rog‘ram and the Survivors Insurance program were based on the same premise:

omen should stay at home to raise their children.

Things have changed. More than half of all motners with children under the age
of six work outside the home. The entrance of so many mothers into the workforce
has irrevocably changed our attitudes towards mothers receiving AFDC.
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We now require certain AFDC mothers to seek and accept work outside of the
home; but e do not adequately fund the endeavor. If we are serious, we must
design and implement a work, training, and education program that will enable
these single mothers to qualify for and retain jobs. Supportive services, such as child
ar_e almzi em(@iedical coverage, that make working outside the home possible, must also

included.

AFDC CANNOT MUSTER POLITICAL SUPPORT

Sn, agide from all of the AFDC program’s more 1eadily identifiable ills—the im-
possibly high tax rates on earned income, the inequitable benefit structure, the in-
adequate benefit payments in many states—we have a program that cannot com-
mand stable political support.

A program that was designed for poor widows wili not be supported in a world
where methers are poor because they are unsupported by their divorced husbands
or because they are unwed. A program that was designed to pay mothers to stay at
home withkth':ir children cannot succeed when we now obeerve most mothers going
out to work.

This political ambivalence helps to explain why AFDC benefits, alone among
Social Security Act entitlements, have been allowed to decline in value. In the last
16 years, in constant dollars, AFDC payments n the median state declined by a
third.

This, mind, of t_ e ck...  « -eceiving such benefits. In 1985, there were *2 million
’goor children in the Ur States. Only seven million were receiving AFDC bene-
ite

WE DON'T HAVE CHILDREN TO WASTE

A society cannot long prosper if it squanders its children. And we do not have
children to waste. The birth rate in America fell below the level necessary to main-
tain the population 15 years ago. With 20 perceat of our children now poor, what
sort of fu can our country hope for? How will these ill-fed, ill-sheltered, ill-edu-
cated chi . rca keep the American economy competitive in the world market? How
will they ~anage to produce enough to care for us, as we age”

We must fina'ly concede that the AFDC program cannot be reformed. It must be
replaced with a new system of child support.

Chairman Forp. S~~ator, thank you ve~y much. I will be very
brief because I am su. : that there are oth.r members of the nanel
that would like to raise some questions.

What happened in 1975, what happened before 1975, why is it
that welfare reform has failed in the Congress before? How can we
corract some of those mistakes from 1975 to try to make——

Senator MoyNIHAN. I can speak vith an awful lot of experience
on that. First, any welfare reform ti. \t assumed that there should
be some provision for work on behalf of recipients was immediately
stigmatized as punitive. You seemed to be singling out poor moth-
ers, making them wrrk when other mothers did not. It was not
from reality. Reality has since changed dramatically.

The second thing is that you faced such horrendous marginal
rates of taxation on any earnings.

The third is you had very different attitudes from different ;.arts
of the country about the subject. The country was not uni‘ied.

It is my best judgment, sir, I don’t have——

Chairman ForD. Two other comments. You talked about c.ild
support. We have a child sufport system in place today. What
changes are neeu ’ You talked about AFDC stigma. What can we
replace it with? You have mentioned the child support shortage.
Are we talking about a child support system that we have already
enacted, or are we talking about the AFDC program being devel-
oped into a child support system?
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Senator MoyNIHAN. I would like to answer. I can give a better
answer in about 4 weeks after we have heard everybody out. I
would have to say to you, sir, we don’t have a child support system
in place. We havc parts of one. It misses too many of the people
who need it.

One child in five right now, if you round out the numbers, is
poor. For the first time in American history the largest, poorest
Eroup in our population is comprised of children. It is not some

anish paradise where there are 100 poor people aad 7 of them are
hermits and the rest are sons of fishermen who haven’t had much
luck in the last 3 years. A quarter of our hildren are born poor. If
you are under 6, you are seven times more likely to be poor than if
you are 65.

What kind of people are we?

And of the 12 million children who are poor right now, 7 million
receive government benefits, 5 million receive none.

Chairman Fozp. These are children under 12 years?

Senstor MoyNiHAN. I make the case for a universal system. The
present system is much too happenstance to succeed, and does not.

Mr. Chairman, if I am going tv have any more hearings in the
Finance Committee Subcommittee on Social Security and Family
Policy, I thick I had better get over and vote for my budget.

. Chairman F~<p. All right. Let me yield to Mr. Cowney here, who
isr g

Mr. DownEY. Let me say that I want the Senator to have more
hearings and I welcome him. Y am excited by this, as you can s .
We have a great gift in New York in our senior Senator, someo:.e
who is prepared to play an important role in this, and Pat, there
are a number of questions that I will save for——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Could I ask for questions in writing, Mr.
Chairman? *

Chairman Forp. Sure.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chandler, you have been very patient,
and gentlemen—Sandy, I see you are down there as a ringer. If 1
got questions in writing I would return them within 48 hours and
make it part of the record.

Chairman Forp. We waat you to know we want to work very
closely -ith you and your subcommittee as we move along.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Sir, it falls to us. If this happens in the
100th Congress it will be your subcommittee and ours. That is not
the worst opportunity in life.

Chairman Forp. Thank you very much.

We will ask the panelists that left the table prior to the Senator,
to come back, and I would like to recognize Mr. Downey of New
York at this time for any questions of the panel.

Mr. Downey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think that, first, let me say that the testimony was all excellent
and I have had an opportuni:gobo go through it and I just want to
start asking some questions about what some of these ﬁro 8 or
ideas, and I realize some are faced with—ncbody thinks these
things will happen right away—and <ome concepts, how we are
going to pay for some of this stuff, vecause Congressman Russo,
who is now chairman of the Income Security Budget Task Force in
the Budget Committee, has assured me that we will have to talk to
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him if we want to sper.d any more money on these proposals, and
that he is not prepared to be generous, but he is prepared to have
an open mind. That did not sound too encouraging but it s still
something we need w t2lk about.

Let me start with Mr. Heintz. There were one or two points that
you made that I wanted to talk about. You were ta.lmg about

ings that work in Connecticut and also this velv important con-
ce‘ft of investment and mutual responsibility. In New York State—
I don’t know if you are familiar with this—a welfare reform panel
produced, “A new Social Contract,” which they have submitted to
my Governor, which I have had an opportunity to review, which
also strikes me as the way we want to talk about this—we expect
certgin things from you. We want you to work, we want you to get
a—we are going to helf you to be educated and we in turn are
going to offer a certain level of services to help you to be self-suffi-
cient.

One of the things th.it I have heard about ET for instance, in
Massachusetts, is that it skips the people who already sre em¥loy-
able and puts them to work, and in many instances those folks
would be going to work anyway, that it really doesn’t address the
more core unemployed who are going to be very tough to

emm.

t has your experience been in Connecticut? tiave you been
able to put hard core unemployable people to work, & .d if %0, how
have you been able to do it, and how, if you can give me some fig-
ures as to how much that would cost. Could we do that on a nation-
wide basis?

Mr. HeiNTZ. Sure.

Thank yvu. Let me say that the commissioner in the State of
New Yor has been both an active participant in our committee as
wellksas the committee that reported to Governor Cuomo in recent
weeks.

I think that all successful State welfare {?b programs do have a
high percen of people being helped who mignt on their own
also succeed. I think the pr help them succeed quicker and
that is valuable in and of itself.

In addition, though, ET in Massachusetts, the Job Connection in
Connecticut, GAIN in California, tprograms in States all acroes this
country, are beginning to really focus in on a much more difficult
problem—the families with lower skills, with lower educational at-
tainment, with no work history, with terrible problems with Eng-
lish as a primary language, with a terrible morale problem, wi
no self-esteem and no sense of a future.

What we are finding is exactly what we have reflected in our tes-
timony and which you have repeated, Mr. Downe{. That is, if you
begin to work with them and mm to take the longer view, and

ize that we are not tgoing to have the success with every
family that we can have with those who we are accused of “cream-
ing,” that if we take a long view and focus in on a full assessment
to their needs at the outset and work -v*'. them, to design a negoti-
ated, agreed upon plan, which may inciude some very basic things
at the outset, very simple, basic steps—like completing a high
school degree, like gaining a better use of the English \
like parenting education so they can take care of their children,
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work with them to identify things that they will b: gir *o recognize
as being helpful to their own efforts to become self-su:.icient—that
that in fact can work over time.

And we are seeing that in Conrecticut’s Job Cor. ..ction pro-
(gimm, and they are seeing it in ET, which is not to say that we

on’t help people quickly move into jobs, and ihere is nothing
wrong with that as well.

Ms. MaAraNo. I would like to add to that some information about
WOW’s experiences. My orgauization, Wider Opportunities for
Women, has worked for the last 5 years with a group of mothers in
the Washington metropolitan area, who face the greatest barriers
to employment. Th2y tend to be women who have less than sixth

e reading and math skills. They tend to be mothers who have
more than one child, and who have been AFDC recipients for a
while. We have found that with the kind of investment I have re-
ferred to and you have heard others refer to, that population can
in fact be prepared and ready for gainful employment. Employ-
ment that allows them to sustain themselves and their kids, and
that provides well more than the minimum wage. But it is an in-
vestment, and it is an expensive program.

Mr. DownEy. I don’t want to take up a lot of ihe cther Member's
time. I wanc to, since we have this panel of witnesses, just think
through for a minute what I myself, and Senator Evans, are about
to do. Congressman Chandler was a cosponsor in the last Congress.
There is, as Pat Moynihan pointed out, an emerging consensus
about the fact that we have too many children in poverty, we need
to do something dramatic and different this year to deal with that.
I think that can happen. It certainly is long overdue.

The problem is trying to figure out who should do what as well
as what we should do, and mgrafroposal addresses the .ssue that
AFDC and Medicaid are national responsibilities, and ; would like
to get in the process of this dialog with you, whether c¢r not you
agree or not with that. AFDC, Medicaid, should be nationally -
nanced, and my proposal does 90 percent of that. The States would

uire 10 percent.

e have a work welfare component that is flexible and that we
pay for this by devolving programs that we already have that we
Eaﬁ' to the cities mostly. t we would probably do away w=ith

A, UDAG, and a whole variety cf thi the cities love. But
franklﬂ, if we are going to be able to make this new sccial contract
with the peoplc and do some of the things that we want to do here,
we are going to have to find a way to pay for it, and I do not be-
lieve that this Congrcss or the next Congress is prepared to spend a
lot more money than we currently are spending on welfare reform.
I could be wrong about that.

We are going to have to come up with what I guess is $14 or $15
billion over the next couple of years to y y for some more ima™ 1-
tive programs. We are going to have o start saying some « .
other programs, while they were good, are not as important as
other uﬁim and we have placed a priority, in our minds, on
self-sufficiency and getting children out of roverty, and we are pre-
pared to find a way to pay for that. Can I have Iyour reaction?

Mr. Mevzr. Well, I heartily endorse that. I think we ought to
follow the criterion in allocating Federal responsibilities of what

$6
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problems are truly national in scope and tend not to vary from
region to region, versus the ones that are more regional and local
and diversified. It might be nice to do everything, but we can’t, and
when you look at problems like hunger and poor health care, if you
are hu- »ry in Alabama, it is the same as being hungry in
York ¢. Connecticut.

I think the Federal Government should set a basic national minj-
mum. That doesn’t mean it has to take it over. As you indicated,
there are different ratios, whether it is 90-10 or 65-35. But it cer-
tainly wouldn’t be the current situation that you find in Alabama,
of that $1,746 a i\;em So the Federal Government sets some floor.

By contrast, whether a downtown project is done or whether my
ride up to New York from Washington on Amtrak is subsidized by
the Federal Government we may have to skip some of those things.
We may have to devolve to local governments those decisions. They
are the kind of decisions that result in good things, but without
which life will go on.

I guess I want to mentiun, though, that there are alternatives to
cutting programs All of chese are difficult political sledding, as you
people know, and some will oppose them.

For example, I think we should also look at certain benefits that
are not very heavily taxed, that could be taxed more completely.
That will generate some opposition, but I am near completion of a
study with a colleague at the Urban Institute, in which we have
estimated how much it would cost to eliminate or greatiy reduce
poverty among the elderly and the disabied by raising in bits,

relaxing asset tests, and so on. We talk about 5 or 6 ways to fi-
nance that in the same spirit you mentioned. We are not going tv
recommend adding the cost to the deficit.

One of the things I find in the area of SSY, as in AFDC, is that
pr}ice tags are not overwhelming. They are not trivial, but not over-
whe) .

Second, through some changes in taxing some of the affluent—
both the relatively more affluent elderly, or for that matter, the
relatively more affluent nonelderly, as I think this burden should
be shared, you can bring that money in. For instance, our statistics,
which w’ll be available within a fow weeks, will show that you
could fund a complete elimination of elderiy poverty in this coun-
try si ggr by lowering the thresholds that trigger the taxation of

curity benefits from $32,000 and $25,000 to $18,000 and
$12000 Now, some will object to that but the point is you could
raise all the money you needed Lo do that by taving those benefits.

Others have advocated taxing benefits the way we tax private
pensions, where you are taxed over and above that which you con-
tributed in a lifetime. That would raise the proportion of benefits
taxed from 50 percent thresholds to about 8% percert. Again, there
will be some opposition to these things, but those kind of s‘eps
bring in billions of dollars.

I am very sensitive ‘0 the fact that those who have propose’

something, and all of us have at one point or another,
Yeled biy spenders, or fiscally irresponsible. I think that is why
our report, and I am sure a numoer of other reports, has said here
it is, here is our best estimate of how much it would cost; here are
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five or six different ways to fund it. Each one is going to have some
opposition. Let’s start with the process of finding some consensus.

Mr. HeinTz. I would like to contribute to this discussion. I think
Jack has testified on a lot of very important points and I don't
need to repeat them. I would like to say a couple of things.

First, I think as a principle, it is important that States be finan-
cially invested in these programs, along with the Federal Govern-
ment. I think the Federal Government must play a kind of leader-
ship role that Jack has outlined, and I talked ab:.i in my testimo-

ny.

The moral leadership, the financial leadership, and the setting of
standards, that would help reduce the current prcolem in this
country in which we have 50 different social service kingdoms.
What we need is a national approach to saving these children, be-
cause they are the same children in Connecticut and in Alabama
and acroes this country. So the National Government must play
the leadership role.

On the other hand, I think that, as I said, the States must be fi-
nancially invested in both the support of children and families in
Ezverty, so that they will rontinue to be as invested as they are in

Iping those families mo : out of poverty.

In Connecticut, as the WIN program has been shrinking at the
Federal level, we have invested each year significantly more State
tax revenues intc our Jobs Connection program, because we are
committed to helping reduce our AFDC caseload and help move
tllleee families out. That financial mix is an important part of the
element.

Mr. DownEey. Could I stop you there for a second. You recom-
mended in your testimony, did you not, that appropriate applica-
tion of program elements—remedial education, skill training, job
search, job training, are 75 uncapped Federal—

Mr. HeiNtz. That is correct. I think that is consistent with the.
bill that Representative Levin and Representative Kennelly aad
Senator Moyrihan and others introduced last year—the WORC
bill. We think that you can’t have the kind of success that we want
to continue having, and the kind of growth in that success, if we
have programs that are limited by appropriations and we have to
turn people away from the doors.

Mr. Downey. You would make these entitlements?

Mr. Heintz. In essence it would be an entitlement and that is an
important part to meeting the obligations that the agency has.

Mr. Downzy. I don't want to be cute with you. Your State’s in-
vestment is 25 percent and——

Mr. Heintz. On the work and education and training, that is cor-
rect. That is why we would probably argue for a r State share
of the maintenance costs in our proposal. The family living stand-
ard perhaps that vou have suggested with 90-10.

One other poir We have fooked at this devolution suggestion
very carefully, snd with a lot of interest, and before I was in
human services, I served my Governor in the State budget office.
That was during the earlier years of the Reagan administration,
whet: the new federalism was still something that hung over the
States’ coi}~ctive heads.
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One of the things that we were concerned about with devolution,
while that might in some ways help pay for activities at the Feder-
al level, it mag——and 1 just raise this as a concern—shift the tax
burden to the State and local level, and it may become—there is at
least a fear that it can become—a fiscal shell game in which we are
still going to have to raise taxes, but it is going to be State legisla-
tors and lucal council persons who are raising the taxes rather
than the Congress of the United States, and I think we need to

Mr. Downey. What is the difference?

Mr. Heintz. That is exactly the point. I think that what we come
down to is if we are to address this issue as well as to continue to
meet other national concerns, we may have to increase revenue,
and I think we ought to be up front about that and not necessarily
shift the responsibility for doing that away from the most efficient
source of revenue raising, which is the Federal Government.

Let me make one uther point that struck us this morning as we
were sitting in our office nere in Washington and reviewing the
President’s speech. He made a very interesting point last night
about what the Soviet Union has done to finance their massive
buildup in arms and the suffering that has caused their people. It
has forced many to wait in line for 3 or £ hours to get their food,
living without utilities as a regular basis.

1 think we should ask ourselves, are we leading to that same
kind of phenomena in our own country, because we continue, as
the President has proposed, to have massive increases in spending
for defense, and yet massive, or at least significant, reductions in
spending for chil and families.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Pease.

Mr. Pease. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to thank all of our witnesses for excellent and very
helpful testimony.

I would like to make a couple of observations and then perhaps
ask a question or two. ¥ think Mr. Mcyer made reference to the
fact that the welfare system is often called a monster. I bridle at
that a bit myself. I think the present welfare system does have
some faults, but by and large, it works pretty well, and there is
probably not a whole lot wrong with it that several billions of more
dollars wouldn’t take care of. So I don’t feel quite the same impera-
tive that other people do to scrap the whole system and go to some-
thing else, unless we are convinced something else is better than
what we have now.

I was interested in President Reagan's comments last night, that
more Americans are working than ever before. I thir.k he quoted a
figure to the effect t’.at something like 61 percent of adult people
are working.

That doesn’t necessarily mean they were creating more jobe. For
example, it might mean that we are driving more women into the
work force; in other words, to help keep their families intact.

I was also interested in the President’s recommendation for wel-
fare reform that we go into demonstration proj by the States
and the cities. If I were a Governor or mayor, the first questions 1
would ask would be: “Are we going to get to pay for it, too? Is it
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{’aux;t another effort by the Federal Government to shift the cost
% to local people?”

Another point that occurs to me is that we could spend the next

mears with demonstration projects at the State and local levels,

the 25 years after that evaluating the success or failures of

t:h(:seref projects, so I don’t see that as a real step toward welfare
orm.

I would hope as Senator Moynihan suggested that we have had
enough experience over the years that we could feel confident in
going forward with a new comprehensive program that affects ev-
erybody, that doesn’t rely on demonstration projects, which, frank-
ly"rho.e ”““ﬁ.:ﬁ”‘“?&? e of I would

are j ations. ve a couple of questions. I wo
beinterwetf";:tjouroomments about why it is that we have to in-
vgliretheStateandlocalgovemments at all in basic supports for
children.

It has been said that Social Security works well. In my office we
don’t get very many complaints about Social Security. By and

, it works well.
we get ically no complaints about, and yet on welfare
we have got Federal Government involved, the State govern-
ment involved and the counties.

You know, we have a lot more than 50 different welfare sys 2ms.
Within my State, for example, we have 88 different systems in the
counties. Some of them are operated well and some are not. In
some of them, political é‘a:tronage is alive and well, and others it is
vot. Moreover, in my State, there are 88 different county welfare
directors interpreting the States’ interpretation of the national
rules on welfare. I just wonder fundamentally and philosophically
whether there a reason why we couldn’t or shouldn’t go directly to
a Federal system that essentially bypasses the States, or at least
the local government?

Mr. Mever. Ifuem I would favor keeping State and local govern-
ments involved for the following reasons. I think we need to distin-
guish between eligibility criteria and benefits, on one hand, and ad-
ministration, financing, and delivery of services on the other.

I believe we ought to have much more uniform standards for eli-
gibility, and as the Senator pointed vwut, a more universal entitle-
ment system, instead of the uncozscionable variations we have
!:)Oc:i but I still t!tn.}nk i* is possible anghimpomt to have State and

governments experimenting with new improved ways to
deliver services and to ﬁnanct;nﬁwm A anal is in Medic-
aid, which I am a little more familiar with than ADFC.

Tl;le States rece;ve waivers from the Federal Gofer:fment whic};h;

the way, are done right as opposed to a couple p
that we hear from the miniatration, saying there will be z‘mon-
stration programs. These waivers are authorized under Federal
law, from the Federal Governn..at to States, to experiment in a
structured environment with new ways of paying fcr Medicaid that
involve risk sharing arrangements with provi higher fees tn
draw doctors into the program, but yet arrangements under which
these coctors share some of the risks of cost overruns with the Gov-
ernment. Under both Medicaid and AFDC, what works in one State
may not work as well in another.
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The advm:m thisl expe ri-mentt'.:at‘i)gn dis that we can learn
something, a pl sel »monstration jects,
about what approaches really help mov : people out of welm and
under what conditions. We need some administrative flexibility to
get the right mix of benefits and work obligations {0 move people
into productive employment. But, my fear is the same one as yours,
that this very hel notion of demonstrations will be abused and
will be treated as a Trojan horse;ono;lyoubuy into that, you look
around and it is a cover for a Federal exodus, and that I would

strongly oppose.
PMr. Fnsn 1 wonder if I might offer a comment as well, Mr.
ease.

I very much share concerns about what I assume you mean by
yout:mber cum(r’lt!: line of quest:xoI ioning. Wtohe:.:!f I ﬁrsthcamelfto Washington o
an years was going orm the welfare system.
course, wwouldagleralizeitandsetaminimumﬂoorandit

You might even do through Perha

ou might even it an income tax system. Perhaps
thro the school of hard knocks, I have been knocked down a
little bit on that notion. I would thus like {0 offer a few comments.

One is that serving low-income le who are not elderly is a
little more difficult, a little more complicated than the elderly.

Their lives are not as predictable. They are more volatile. The
need for service with a variety of kinds of supports, in child care
and everything else, I think it makes it more difficult to serve
them than the elderly.

It is just not as predictable. I think at some level there needs to
be much more coordination of the services that local governments
provide. I am all for Federal standards on benefits.

I think that is critically important, but when it comes to employ-
mentandtrainingandtzingtomeetlocallaborconditions,you
need to have some flexibility. If now we are looking at work and
welfare progams 1l:hat ari goiggt to be run by welfahr: departments
asogpoeed employment an ncies, there is going to
be the need to coordinate benefits, an ﬁiveryofthosemof
services.

I think that you are on to something in that the current system
may be too atomized. Our county welfare ents, within any
one State, vary dramatically from the standirds applied by other
county departments, and I do think we can coordinate better and
we can coordinate better among Federal grograms, so0 that recipi-
ents don’c have to jump through so many hoops to get the array of
services to which they are entitled. But, on the whole. I am not
stre that setting up another Federal bureaucracy to administer the
programs is the way to go.

Federal stan Federal financing, Federal coordination, and
leadership I think all that can happen, but trying to set up another
Federal bureaucracy to try to serve the nonelderly poor I am not
sure is the wise way ¢~ go.

Mr. Peasg. Does anybody else want to comment?

Mr. Heintz. I would. Not to repeat again what these othei able
panelists have said. On the issue of demonstration prOfram.s as a
;lay o‘t;l f]'measing national welfare reform, I think it should be avoid-

at all costs.
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On the other hand, I think the system we design to replace the
current one ought to be flexible and dynamic enough so that States
can be responsive to changing social conditions within their bor-
ders, and that means a combination of what Jack has said and a
combination of the current ability for States to pioneer and become
laboratories for social policies.

If we have more uniformity at the Federal level, more simplicity
at the Federal leve,, one of the problems that we as administrators
face is that we can’t spend the time worrying about the big ques-
tions because we are so overwhelmed with the little ones—about
tape matches with social security numbers, with 1RS unearned
income records, about the massive amounts of paperwork and ver-
ifications and reverifications and dztails that we don’t get to ask
the threshold question which is what is the crisis in your life that
led you to the need for welfare.

Alhd ;fib v{e cal; %implify the system at the lI;‘eederal level, andhangemake
it a flexible and dynamic system so it can be responsive to c
and that States and localities can continue to experiment and yet
still have a national reformed welfare system, ! taink we will have
accomplished both goals, and we will have really not backed off the
question, which I think the ion for further demonstration
really does, so I would agree with you, Mr. Pease.

Mr. Pease. You have all articulated the classic argument for a
federal system of government. You have got State governments.
They can try this and that, and if it works in one State it will
sg:iagldet:‘other States, and I don't disagree with that. I think it is a
good i

But I look at the Social Security Administration, for example.
They have offices in all of the major cities in my district. They are
pretty darn well administered, and when it comes time to appoint
a new director of the Social Security office, their standards require
that person to be an experienced and trained administrator. But
when it comes time to pick a new welfare director, the county com-
missioners get together and pluck somebody out of the air.

Sometimes they pluck the right person and sometimes they don’t
pluck the right person.

Mr. Heintz. I still feel in the air a lot of the time.

Mr. Prasg. I guess what you are telling me is that the current

m, where there is a lot of diversity in administrative skills on
the part of county welfare directors, is not so bad that you don’t
want to hang on to the advantage of the flexibility of the Federal
system. Is that essentially correct?

Mr. Heinrz. I think that is qight. I come from a fairly fortunate
situation. We are a State administered program. We do not have
county welfare offices. All of the regional offices that serve ouq wel-
fare population are directly under the control of my department, so
I have that advantage.

Mr. Prasz. What about that? Would we be wiser to require that
the States administer the programs directly?

Mr. Hrintz. I can’t give you a real good answer to that, Mr.
Pease, because I have not really examined how it works in some of
the county administered States. I would say that my experience in
Connecticut would tend tc lead to that conclusion.
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I think it is impossible to be responsible for a program if you
don’t have the authority for actually administering that program,
and that is what you get in the State-county mixed kinds of pro-
grams. If there is a problem in one of our districts, I could call up
that district director because he or she works for me directly, and
we can resolve the issue.

If it is on a different level of government, it becomes much more
complex. You can't get accomplished what you need to get accom-
plished. You begin to lose accountability. You begin to lose the abil-
ity to monitq:ﬂgrformance and hold people accountable, and you
don't get as ient an administration, but I say that only based
on the experience working in that system and not really having
seen the personnel in a county »dministrated system.

Mr. Prasz. Does anybody else have any feeﬁm::;}:t point?
One other auation and I will make it quick, Mr. i . Unless
I am greatly mistaken, what the administration has in mind by
welfare reform is making some changes in the system within the
same dollars that are currengl& being spent, if not fewer dollars.

Mr.Doy:ﬁi'hassaidthat . Russo on the Budget Committee
thinks it will be hard to come up with additional dollars. Mr.
He"lxgtzﬂ,gou said you are going to give us some suggestions on how
to t.

I guess my basic question is: If,aswegothroughthisproeeesof
welfare reform, it is clear that we can’'t get additional
money and all we could essentially do is the current pro-

is it worthwhile doing that? We will be able to say that we
g:ve gone through welfare reform so that 2 years from now or 4
years from now or 6 years from now people will say, well, we don’t
need to deal with that. We have already deait with it. If we can’t
put additional mcney into it, are we better off not doing it at all or
shall?we preceed and do the best job we can within current limita-
tions?

Mr. Heintz. 1 will start.

1 know other panelists wish to respond as well. I think that there
are thi that can be done and should be done, while the debate
:;bout:ﬁ‘l itional dollars goes forwar%, and;:kmg hink aflot of it hlas tl?_

o with simplifying program ions, ing, for example—i
wearenoi:l-els‘llnfgrl,nvgvhichwew;ﬁ:dﬂ‘a e that we should be ready to
cash out food stamps, for example, if we are not ready to do that,
you can certainly simplify and make more consistent throughout,
the requirements for food stamps and AFDC.

We can greatly improve the management of the programs bg be-
m to coordinate the delivery of services so that you don't

ve the kind of maze that we have now that people have to navi-
gate on their own and often don’t make. There are lots of steps.

The contract process which we have proposed can begin. In faci,
the State of Oklahoma is doing that as a demonstration of thair
own initiative to begin to test their own proposals. ! think thore
are just a number of things that can happen that should happex
w ':ﬂwe also resolve the iseue of additional dollars which are es-
sential.

Mr. Feast. I£ I may just offer a couple of quick comments, one is
that, contrary t&ﬂ’ belief, current low-income programs are
very well targeted. In my testimony, I cite a study by the current

93




87

Department of HHS indicating that 86 percent, I believe it is 86
percent, of all benefits ﬁing out in low-income programs go to
people below the poverty line.

I know in the food stamp program, 95 percent of all recipients
have incomes below poverty and they get 98 percent of all the ben-
efits, so I don’t think there is a lot of redistribution you can do
within the current pot, that is reassigning benefits. People need to
remember that.

I don’t disagree with what Steve is saying about, sure, we can
work on the for better administration coordination and that
will help a lot, but it really won’t address the underlying issues we
are talking about today. You cannot do it without itional re-
sources. The money is now well spent.

We find that the way programs are administered are a problem.
I have read studies in which State administrator after State admin-
istrator, and local administrators, talk about how they no longer
?rovide services to clients. As Steve is saying, they have no time

or that. They have become bookkeepers and accountants. They are

worried about quality control sanctions. Theﬁ' are worried about
how the public is going to measure how well they look at every
dollar spent, and you have ple whose lives are very volatile,
low-income people whose family size, incomes, change
regularly, and we are trying tc monitor them and make sure that
they don’t make an error more than 5 percent o the time.

t we have come up with is a system that no longer serves
people. We believe that, for instance, a million or more people
should be on the food stamp program now than are currently being
served. In other words, given the current poverty rate and unem-
ployment rsate, participation rates are very low. t we are hear-
ing from all around the country, it is the paperwork; it is the bu-
reaucracy. We don’t process things. We are under such pressure to
make theef?rograms accountable that when in doubt, we delay or
defl ysu?ectben that appli her social I do think that

that applies to other social programs, so I do thi
even if you do not get funding, more funding, there are a lot of
positive things we cen all work on, coordination of programs, pro-
vide some leadership to provide services, not just accountability.

Ms. Marano. Wg.ﬂ' e I would echo the desperate need for in-
creased funding, I also think that there are thi that must be
done during this Congress, even without additional funding. In the
work and employment fFrogmm arena, if {ou don’t take leadership,
a lot of punitive, noneffective and basically wasteful programs will
be develaped. It is my belief that you have got to take leadership in
that area. However, once again, it can’t be done well without an
investment of dollars.

Mr. Heintz. “ould I just make one quick point on that, Mr.
Chairman?

Chairman Forp. Yes.

Mr. HEinTz. I think the committee should not make the decision
about money first.

Ms. 0. Yes.

Mr. HeinTz. Let’s make the decision about what is the best fro-
gram, and then generate the debate about can we find the dollars
to pay for it, because if we allow ourselves to make the decision
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about the money first, we will never design the right program, and
we will never have the impact we want to have.

Ms. MaraNo. Similarly, I believe that there is a greater consen-
sus across the country that welfare reform is important, and if the
country believed it could be done well—if we could get excellence
into our programs, there would be more public support.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Matsui.

Mr. Matsui. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I first of all would like to ask for unanimous consant that my
openrigg statement and that of Mr. Andrew’s be submitted for the
record.

Chairman Forp. Without objection, it will be submitted for the
record.

[The information follows:]
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CONGRESSMAN ROBERT T. MATSUI

Opening Statement
Before the Subcommittee on Public Assistance
and Unemployment Compensation

January 28, 1987

Today I'd like to welcome our panelis_s and thank them for
their efforts in working to make the goal of "freeing individuals
from welfare dependency” a reality. However, the manner in which
our panelists suggest accomplishing this goal ard the proposal
that the President has suggested will achieve the same results
are as different as night and day.

Our panelists suggests that our goal of self-sufficiency and
strengthening the american family can be achieved through our
commitment, investment and recognition of a mutual obligation-—-
an obligation that exists between recipients and providers as
well as between the state and federal governments.

The goals of welfare reform stould be to train people to
become more independent of government assistance. The Reagan
approach is to make people more independent by eliminating
assistance altogether. The Administration's proposal ignores the
factors of commitment aand investment and instead signals a
retreat from responsibility.

Once again the Reagan administration has p:oposed shifting
the burden of helping the poor to the states with no guarantee
that the states can pick up the tab. New federalism is again the
tattered euphemism for cutting federal aid to the poor.

If we are serious about strengthening the american family
and assisting individuals to become self-sufficient, we must
offer real opportunities and assistance to achieve this goal.
Let's not fool the American people and claim, as the
Administration has, that workfare is welfare reform.

I am particularly pleased to welcome Stephen Heintz,
Commissioner of :he Connecticut Department of Income
Maintenance. I have had the pleasure of working with Stephen and
the American Public Welfare Association over the last 10 months
as the Steering Committee pursued developing their report "A
Matter of Commitment”. I commend the Commissioner's Report and
know that Stephen will offer our Subcomm -tee some valuable
suggestions that will greatly contribut. to our deve .opment of a
legislative package.

I would also iike to welcome Bob Fersh ot r2AC. ¥
wholeheartedly endorse the FRAC Statement Jof Principles and
believe that jt is within the guidelincs of these principles that
ov- subcommittee must snape our welfare reform package.
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I am pleased to be here today, as one of the newest
members of this subcommittee, to address the important issue of
weifare reform. It 18 a topic that 1s now high cn the national
agenda, as 1t should pe. As poth the Speaker of the House, Jum
Wright, and President Reagan have confirmed 1n recent speeches,
the state of the welfare system can no longer pe 1ignored.

One simple but compelling rcason why welfare reform 1s
S0 wumportant 1s trhat 1t affects so many people. In America
today, 'l million people, mostly young women and children,
tecerve some form of welfare assistance. One child 1n itour 1s
0orn 1nto poverty in this, the richest country on earth. Two
mllion adults 1n America work full time, yet still remain poor.

Welfare reform 1s important also because the way
America treats our poor 1s the clearest measure of our shared
values. Our constitution, now 200 years old, promises life,
liberty, and th2 pursuit of happiness to all Americans. Not
only those Americans who dare wealthy, not only those who are
educated, not only those who are successful -- but all
Americans. How to provide these commun goods to those on
welfare 18 what we will discuss today.

As we begin these hearings, we must admit honestly that
we are losing, not winning, the war on poverty. Between 1976
and 1986, the real value of AFDC benefits declined by 33

- more -

O

ERIC 97

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




91

Michael A. Andrews

Page Two

percent. At the same time, America's commitment to providing
J0b training to those on welfare nds also been declining. The

Work Incentive program, or WIN, for example, was funded at $365

million an 1 "0. It has dropped to a current level of $103
mi1llion.

As we approach a solution, there are some points on
which a majority of us agree. First, we agree that we must
find welfare reforms that promote family stability. In many
states, including my own, welfare 1s provided to single women
with children while equally needy two-parent families are
excluded. This system promotes famil: “reakdown and 1gnores
the reality of chronic unemployment We must find a new,
cost-effective welfare system that will promote famly
stability, not discourage 1t.

Second, we must make education, training, and work the
cornerstone of reform. While providing food stamps, i1ncome,
and housing te needy families 1s a worthy goal, we must not let
welfare become a habit ¢ a trap. Approximately 37 percent of
adults who received AFDC benefits i1n 1984 also worked at least
part of that year. This 13 encouraging as a measure of welfare
recipients' desire to work, but with Job training and basic
education, the percentage who use work to escape the welfare
system could be much i1mproved.

Less than 10 days ago, our nation celebrated the
birthday of Martin Luther K.ng, Jr. with a national holiday.
That holiday revived memories of the 1960s, when the promise of
civil r1ghts was fulfilled and the prom.se of prosperity also
seemed within reach. TodaY, in a time of growing federal
deficits, optimism does not run So high. But we must remember
the dreams of activists like Dr. King 1f they are ever to be
realized.

- more - -
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The questions we seek to answer today are broad and
difficult, and 1 admit that I nave ro edasy answers. 1 am
pleased, however, that this subcommittee, thi1s historic 100th
Congress, and this Administration, have at least committed
themselves to addressing the welfare 1ssue and tackling its
complexity.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of today's

experts, and continuing these 1mportant nearings.
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Mr. MaTsui. Thank you.

I would like to thank all of the panelists today for their testirao-
ny, and the chsirman and of the other members. I think this is one
of the most outstanding hearings we have had in terms of giving us
some direction on developing welfare policy in this country.

The dilemma that I have, I think that Mr. Pease underscored it
and your answers underscored it as well, is, how far do we go? As
Mr. Moynihan testified earlier, I became enthusiastic because he
was talking about a major restructuring of the program, and I
think that he will h: ve a lot to say about that. So in terms of the
direction Senator Moynihan would like to take, I think you could
see major restructuring as a possibility.

At the same time, many members of the Budget Committee prob-
ably feel a need is there, but they don’t have the resources in order
to pursue a major structural change. What strikes me about this
panel and others that I have heard from, is that  major structural
change is essential, if in fact we want to make the system work
and help people get off welfare, to the extent that they are able to
work in the system today.

That is an elementary question that all of you are going to be
having to help us with over the next few weeks and months in de-
terming how far we are really going to go. And, Steve, I think the
comments you made to Congressman Pease may be the way we
ought to go.

First let’s structure the program and then find out where the
money is going to come from. I know that Jack Meyer has been
working with ways to come up with some money to assist people in
another area of welfare, the gSI recipients. Maybe we are going to
have to pursue it in that direction.

I am not going to get into the area of the work training and inde-
pendence issue, because I think that has been discussed.

I tend to agree with you: national standards, the unemployed
parent issue and work training, are all absolutely essential for any
major program. However, one area that I would like to address and
deal with for a momen\ is those people who are not able to move
into the work force, essentially those people who are senior citi-
zens, and the disabled.

With respect to the senior groups, many people have this misun-
derstanding that they are taken care of now since the poverty rate
has dropped from 25 percent in 1964 to 12.5 percenr today. But we
still find that probably 75-80 zercent of them are only at 125 per-
cent of the poverty line, and the greatest area of povercy among
seniors is the single widow who is over 65 years of age.

No matter what we do, I « jubt very much if we are going to be
able to cffer her or an indivi.ual like her sufficient education and
training benefits so they can move into the work force and work.

We all know that SSI benefits are woefully inadequate and
Chairman Ford has been working on improving, them over the
years. In fact, SSI benefits have been decreasing in terms of real
dollars over the last 10 years b3 some 25 or 30 percent. How are we
going to deal with this group, and should we deal with this group
in the context of overall weltgre reform?

Perhaps, Jack, would you like co discuss that first?
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Mr. MevzR. Yes, I think it is important that we do, for a couple
of reasons. One, I want to cut through this young versus old rheto-
ric There are needy in both «ge groups, as you well know.

It is going to cost a little more money to help the elderly and
disabled, but I think that we must do it. It doesn’t raise the terri-
bly troubling work/welfare issues in most cases.

The first thing we have to do, it seems to me, is increase partici-
pation among those who are eligible for SSI. In the studg' that I am
just about done with, our simulations show that about 49 percent of
the people eligible by virtue of age participate in SSI and about 55
percent eligible by virtue of disability participate. In other words,
about half of those who are poor and eligible don’t participate, and
I don’t think the Government has made much of an outreach effort
other than an occasional notice in a Social Security check.

I might add that the troubling part of this is that SSI and AFDC,
as you well know, are tickets to Medicaid, so not only don’t these
people get cash assistance, but also they are screened out of Medic-
aid, and that might set up a recommenaation following along what
Congress did last year to uncouple Medicaid eligibility somewhat
from these cash assistance rules and thresholds.

Second, we have got to increase benefits somewhat. This is par-
ticularly a problem for singles, and as you mentioned, older singles.
Their benefits are about 75 percent of the poverty line; for couples,
it is about 90 percent. That is a heck of a lot better than the non-
aged, but still insufficient.

Third, the asset test screens a lot of people out, and it has been
nudged up in a series of adjustments made by the Congress, which
are helpful, but it is still very low. It will be $2,000 at the end of
that series of adjustments, and we could do better than that.

There are a variety of arcane accounting rules that I won't go
into now, but suffice it to sey that your income gets docked in
weird ways that screen dyou out of eligibility, such as moving in
with your family, which docks your benefits quite a bit.

Finally, I would say in terms of eligibility criteria on disability,
we have some anachronistic and unfair criteria, such as needing to
show there is no job anywhere in the national economy you could
take; this may be appropriate for DI, I don’t know. But, certain’v it
is not apgropriate for an older disabled person to say that they can
get benefits only if there is no job available for them anywhere in
the economy and they are disaﬁed. ‘This needs to be updated and
modernized; I also think we need much more emphasis on rehabili-
tation. Qur system is too skewed towards income maintenance.

In other words, the premise of your question is correct. There are
a lot of people who can’t work. On the other hand, we deem a lot of
people as not able to work who might be able to work if there were
more emphasis on rehabilitation and less on income maintenance.
Some could do limited types of work.

I think a package like that, including benefit increases, efforts to
increase icipation, and updating our eligibility criteria is
needed. We will have some cost figures in the very near future.
You could put together a very good pac! age for about $6 billion,
la):m%;i‘n’t hay, but, as you said, there are several ways it could
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Mr. Matsur. I don’t want to know right now. Mr. Pease was men-
tioning that it costs the same as the Strategic Defense Initiative,
about $6 billion. We might want to look at that.

Mr. Heintz. The strategic domestic initiative.

Mr. Matsur. Right. Again I want to thank you for your testimo-

ny.

Steve, I would like to just commend the APWA for its very inno-
vative approach. Your organization has really taken some rsk in
coming out with some major changes and recommendations, and I
want to commend your organization.

Mr. Heintz. Thank you very much.

Chairman Forp. Mrs. Kennelly.

Mrs. KenNgLLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask if I could put my opening statement
in the record.

Chairman Forp. Without objection.

[The statement of Mrs. Kennelly follows:]
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Mr. Chairmen, thank you for call® 3 this hearing today, and for assesbling
this impressive array of witnesses.

The AFDC program has come in for a good share of attention, even crita-
cimm, recently. But there seems to be general agreement on cne point: now is
the time to make changes in AFDC. I believe this Congress has the expertise
ard commitment to remedy AFIC's problems this year.

In sy view, the program has failed on two counts.

First, welfare has failed to 1ift children out of poverty. When one child
1n four in thus country is poor — and, it must be ephasized, poor after AFDC
benefits are counted in family income — welfare cannot be considered a tender
trap. Plain and sizple, there is nothing tender about it.

Second, welfare has failed wamen. AFDC may not have been designed to nold
down wamen down, but just as surely, it was not designed to help women reach
their full potential as providers for their families, alone or with their hus-
bands. For millions of American women — particularly young ones — welfare
provides bare sustinence. BSut it does not provide the education and job
training that are avenues to self-sufficiency.

Ve can and must do better. And we should not wiit for five yea.s of
1l1-defined experimentation as recowmended by the Pres dent. The reports and
studies by the experts here today and so many others in and out of goverrment
give us a good idea ¢ where to begin.

First, individuals receiving welfare must make a commitment to self-helf.
Each adult recipient and each state family assistance agency should develop a
concrete plan for maximizing self-sufficiency, through eamings, child support,
and agency assistance where necessary. Self-help sust be the first concern,
not an afterthought.

Second, every agency must encourage, not hinder self-help. Every state
should have a program to assist two-parent families as well as single parents.
Every state should have a decent system of work, education and training oppor-
tumities. Transitional child care, transportation, and health care assistance
must be provided. There sust be adequate, dependable financial aid at levels
that meet basic needs.

If we take this approach, we can develop a good welfate reform package
that w31l establish a new sense of mutual cbligation on the part of the reci-
pient and on the part of the agency. As we share the values of strong families
and healthy children, so should we work toyether to achieve these goals.

Mr. Chairman, we are all full of good intentions about welfare and
poverty. 1 am well aware of what road is supposely paved with good intentions.
But carbined with ox on needs, and genera' agr~ment on approsch, good
intentions this year may pave the way to welfarr reform. Thank you very much.
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Mrs. KenNNELLY. Thank you.

I want to thank the panel. I know we have just begun to scratch
the surface of what you know, and you iust have so much informa-
tion there.

I thought, Cindy, you were going to say that if we didn’t take
leadership, there would be other waste. There would be wasteful
programs. But it is my concern that for the first time in this coun-
try we are going to have an underclass of children. I just wonder if
the American public realizes this, that for the first time a child can
be born and not have a chance to do all the things we thought an
American could do, because of living below the poverty level, living
in a society wli%re it is just not going to work out. Right from the

, we know.

t me be the devil’s advocate for a minute. Congress has been
concerned about welfare dependency for 30 years now. We have
had self-support provisions. We have had fresh-start amendments
in 1956 and 1962. We had our financial work incertive in 1965. We
had WIN in 1967. Each time there was an unanirnity of thought
between the Federal Government and the States, and it was an
idea that the States would t?r to do it. They didn’t know about im-
plementation but they would try, and everybody went off and felt
pretty good about things. Of course there was then disappointment.

What can you say that makes 1987 different? Why do you feel we
can do it at this time? I know Senator Moynihan well and I know
he thinks we can do it. I think some of us feel the time is here but
I still haven’t convinced myself that there is something different
going on. I was wondering t this.

Mr. HEiNTZ. Let me try first. I think that we all have had the
kinds of experiences and frustrations that you have very well

inted out, the fact that when the Social Security Act was adopted

years ago, we made a major impact at that time, and we did
help significant numbers of the American population who were suf-
fering profoundly, to move through that experience of suffering,
and into a new day and self-sufficiency.

During the war on poverty in the 1960’s, and the late 1970’s, we
did see dramatic impact in a lot of areas of reducing poverty and
helping to bring people into the mein stream.

I think that what hapf)ened was that as we got into the 1970’s
and 1980’s, we began to lose faith with the process to some des:-ee
as a country. We ended up spending our resources ard expending
our energies and our intellectual skills, even our commitments, to
other things.

Also the froblem became different. I think, as Senator Moynihan
so very well pointed out in his testimony this afternoon, the nature
of poverty has changed dramatically since the 1960’s, and that is
one of the major things that gives us some hope in essence, because
I think what we are seeing here is that the states in particular,
from my somewhat bi perspective, have now been able to
really understand better what the nature of that poverty is, to
begin to accept that women in the work force is much more the
norm than it is the exception, and that it is all right to begin to
work with welfare women to help them become part of the work
force as well, when in the 1960’s that concept was not so well and
80 universally accepted.
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I think that one thing that gives me a great deal of hope person-
ally, Representative Kennelly, is the process that I have been
through in the last year ‘ith my colleagues. These are an extraor-
dinary group of state welfare administrators, unlike anything I had
expected to find when I became one myself 4 years ago. They are
enormously bright. They are not people who are in any par-
ticular tradition. They are not all social workers who are wedded to
traditional models of social work and the therapeutic model of
social d:,clence They are peo‘rsl’ebwho cob::e from dfs'l’nﬁncml back-

unds, planning backgroun udget backgroun uman serv-
.gwr: backgrounds, business backgrounds, who have talent, energy,
ideas, and staying power to make things happen, and that is what
gives me a lot of faith.

That i8 why we were able as a group to argue so strenuously
among ourselves, because of the differer philosophies we share,
and because of the different political organizations in our states,
and yet come out at the end with a consensus report that I think
:lv: also have the capacity now to go and implement and make

pen.
t is a matter of commitment, as we call our project. It is also a
matter of capacity, and I think the ca&acity exists as well.

So I am as enthusiastic as Senator Moynihan, perhaps even more
80, and I am delighted with the kind of reaction from this el
and the leadership, Chairman Ford, that you have shown and this

elhasshown,beiniﬁlingtotaketheﬁsktobegintotakea
ook at these issues. I think we have got a landmark, watershed op-
gtqrtunity here that we must move forward in and take advantage

Ir. FersH. I think it is important to keep the sense of history
that you mentioned. I have in front of me poverty estimates from
1959 and on. I think it is important to remember that in 1964 we
had 36.1 million people in poverty, then in part because of the
Great Society programs, Yoverty drops off dramatically. In 1970 it
was only 25 million people, by 1973 only 23 million people, which
ap to me to be t the historic low.

we had some success, some of those approaches were correct,
there needed to be a falling out to reevaluate what we were doing,
and I think in some ways we got complacent and some ways gave
up working as hard as we could. Reports of scandal, I think were
given weight far beyond what they should have at the time I think
what happened is that now that we are back up over 33 million
ople in poverty. The period between 1980 and 1984 is the highest
year period of povertK since the mid 1960’s. People are now out-
raged again and I think we are ready to move forward seeing that
it is intolerable, and we are a lot wiser, we do know approaches
that will work. It is true the budget situation makes that much
more difficult, but I wouldn’t want there to be any implication we
haven’t learned a lot and there are not approaches that can work.

A lot of us come to this table with notions and confidence that
something can be done. We have different notions. I have some
concerns about Senator Moynihan’s ideas, as usual he is well worth
listening to. I don’t know how far child support can take us. I don’t
know how many men are out there who can pay enough child sup-
port to make a difference. I hope there are a lot. But I just think

Q
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that now we are at a stage where we need to renew some of the
older approach, combined with——

Mrs. eLLY. May I comment. When you talk about that, I get
concerned. I worked with the child support law and I saw those six
and seven States that were doing their job, we did the improve-
ment on the law, and those six or seven States are doing a better
iob, but we are still having a lot of trouble. When you talk about a

nchmark or a base figure, I just wonder won’t that be a base
figure, then we won’t see improvement in the States that seem to
refuse to do their duties in the Social Security areas.

Mr. FersH. I don’t follow the question about benchmark.

Mrs. KENNELLY. You suggested, I believe, you were the panelist
who suggested we have a baseline for a subsidy payment for the

poor.

M;.a FersH. Yes, I think all of us are pretty much in agreement
on that.

Mrs. KENNELLY. And with your experience, particulariy Steve,
across these United States with the welfare commissioners, you
think that won’t just allow certain States to have that minimum
and not do any more, you thinlk they will continue to improve.

Mr. HeinTtz. Our suggestion would be that while we do establish
the individual family living standards in each State, that in the
phasing in of benefits at the full 100 percent of FLS, in the first
year the States would be required bﬂ law to maintain the level of
effort that they are currently contributing, and that their level of
effort be increased each year, by a certain percentage, which we
are looking at various options for.

You are absolutely right, if we simply say there will be a Federal
fl!:)or, for example, and don’t go beyond that in the legislation, then
there is——

Mrs. KENNELLY. I missed that.

Mr. HeinTz. The fear of withdrawal of the States’ participation.

Mr. Mever. I have a sense that what is different now is that it
isn’t just conservatives that are concerned about socially irresponsi-
ble behavior.

Mrs. KENNELLY. You are talking about us.

Mr. MeYER. By the same token, it is not just liberals that are
concerned abouf children in poverty and inadequate benefits.
There is a sense out there, I find that you need both to get tough
with people who are not fulfilling parental or other types of obliga-
tions, and at the same time give a helping hand to those who are.

A lot of people are doing eve hing for their kids and they need
some help. It is not so easy to divide up the players any more and
what I find is that wnile often in Washington the rhetoric is left
versus right, out in the States, they are experimenting, you would
know this better than I, with practical mixtures that are not so
easy to label, a little of that, yet there are some work obligations
there——

Mrs. KeENNELLY. That is work I think we liberals have learned
there has to be an obligation there or——

Mr. MEYER. It is not always fulfilled by working, sometime it is
by raising children, or in a combination of the two, but it is no
longer possible to tar liberals with that any more because they are
saying yes, you are right, I saw that TV show, the person that im-
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pregnated four girls, walked away and didn’t make any support
pagnents, and that bothered me, too.

» don’t tar me with that. I am willing to go with you on that.
Look at this kid here that is receiving one-fifth of the poverty line.
I think if we bring those two points together we could maybe get
something done.

Ms. MarANo. I think another element that is somewhat different
now is that we are hearing from AFDC recipients around the coun-
try that the systems that we thought should be working for them
are not effective. They want to have a different kind of employ-
ment and training system, one that can help to move them into
gainful employment. While AFDC recipients who come for services
certainly would not support mandatory work requirements they
are all volunteerix;g to participate in programs that will help them
to become employed and make a decent income.

Mrs‘} KENNELLY. You wouldn’t require mandatory work require-
ments?

Ms. MAranNo. No, I would not.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Thank you for your excellent testimony.,

Chairman Forp. Mr. Donnelly.

Mr. DoNNELLY. I have a series of questions but the time is run-

ing a little bit late, so I will only ask one.
mrltfs. Marano, you mentioned in your testimony your concern
about the inadequacy of the current minimum wage. T have a two-
part (Eestion. One, if it is inadequate, what should the minimum
wage be, and two, is an increase in the minimum wage a necessary
component to make welfare reform successful?

. 0. I am not prepared to tell you today what the mini-
mum wage ought to be. I think what we have to——

Mr. DONNELLY. Any of ‘he other panelists?

Ms. MaRrANO. Perhaps another panelist is ready to state a figure.
I think we have to realize that the minimum wage has been stag-
nant since 1979 and that with large numbers of jobs being created
at the minimum wage level—we are going to have vo deal with
minimum wages if we are to affrct poverty. Whether the minimum
wage needs to be part of an overall welfare reform within the
100th Con, I am not prepared to say today, but I think it is a
keK‘part of economic recovery.

r. HEiNTz. [ don’t have a number for you and we have not rec-
ommended an increase in the minimum wage, but we would say
that is something that really descrves careful consideration. Our
program would include at the full implementation wage supple-
mentation, because we agree with principles that my colleagues
have ﬁointed out, that work ought to be rewarded adequately and
that there ought to be an ability to support families through work,
and if the wage isn’t high enough, we ought to continue to support
people so that the family is supported decently and ad uately.

any increase in the minimum wage obviously would reduce to
some extent how much wage supplementation might have to occur
and some mix between the two is probably appropriate.

Mr. DoNNELLY. Thank you. Let me say for the record, Mr. Chair-
man, I come from Massachusetts. I know a littie bit about the ET
program, and I think it is important for people to understand that
there is a unique set of circumstances in Massachusetts tha . made
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ET successful. We had an overheated economy that created a job
shortage. We had a unique set of political and economic circum-
stances that served both the private sectors and the public sectors
self-interest to make this program a success.

We have a very strong and composite population base. These sets
of circumstances aren’t newasan{' all over the country, and it is
my impression that it is going to be extremely expensive to create
an ET program with the success that we have had in the short
time that it was implemented in Massachusetts.

Success does breed success, and I think such a program is work-
able. But without those set of circumstances that we had during
the course of the last 2 years, the Federal and State role fiscally is
going to have to be substantially greater than it has been in Massa-
chusetts. We will have an opportunity to have some folks who are
in the Commonwealth as I understand; we can pursue that further
at a later time.

Thank you.

Chairman Forp. Thank you, Mr. Donnelly.

That concludes the members of the subcommittee. Mr. Sander
Levin, who is a member of tiie full committee on Ways and Means,
made a request to the committee early on .0 be a participant as we
move through the welfare reform hearings and also maybe with
some of the markup session. At this time, I would like to say, Mr.
Levin, we are delighted to have you as a participant, and a strong
member of the Ways and Means Committee, and a new member of
Ways and Means. We are delighted to have you, and we recognize
Mr. Levin at this time.

Mr. LeviN. Thank you, I especially appreciate the chance to par-
ticipate because of the excellent panel. Let me skip all the other
questions and kind of finish with one. It is a followup in a sense to
Barbara Kennellg;s question.

We have now had a few months of a new sfpurt of interest that I
think surprised even the people within the field, and the State of
the Union Address. If you had to pick out one factor, what do you
think is the greatest barrier to action this year?

Mr. FersH. Besides the budget?

Mr. LEviN. You would say money?

Mr. FersH. I do. I think that just makes it difficult for these con-
versations to occur. I think it makes it tough to do what Steve rec-
ommended, which is think about what is right. Right away people
think about dollars. I do think, however, and I don’t want to poison
the atmosphere, there are some substantic: issues to be discussed,
e}xl'en amongst people who consider themselves to be advocates for
the poor.

You heard Cindy say that she was opposed to mandatory work
requirements. That is something we have trouble with as weil. I do
think Senator Moynihan is correct in that the advocacy groups,
uniike 10 or 20 years ago, understand I think much more the need
for employment, it is not welfare alone. But, 80 I think there needs
to be that kind of healthy debate about what kind of employment
programs, how do you involve free will as much as possible.

For me I do see a coming together of a lot of groups as part of
what our statement of principles was about. It is not advocacy
groups alone; we have got the League of Women Voters, Consum-
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ers Union, AARP. We have tEOt a lot of unions and all sorts of

other people have come together for what I consider to be a very
progressive statement on welfare reformn.

So I do think it is something that would be ible and the
reasor why we did this was to say there are & lot of people who feel
there is sumething progressive and positive that ou§ht to be done
to alleviate poverty, particularly amongst children. I do think the
resource question a cloud over it, and I would urge that, al-
though there is = *“u3iasm for now perhaps a major overhaul, that
having beei: - .. ol Hill staffer for many years, that what {'ﬁl’l
can get, if it  * _C-UP, let’s continue to work ther on UP.
That is an im}...tant incremental step consistent with whatever ul-
timate goal you want to go toward. t rid of disincentives to
raise welfare, plunt the seeds for future effort.

I think the one failure of those who sought welfare reform in the
E:st was that was too much of an all or nothing Ter:tposition. There

ve been important small pieces enacted the few years in
Medicaid, in food stamps, other social programs that are making a
difference, and I think that it is important tc keep in sight that
while we oLght to have an overall program, we should take what
we can bite off, small pieces if we have to.

Mr. HeinTz. I woul m}e that we fall back to those positions if
necessary after we have debated and fully explored a comprehen-
sive reform, and I would offer another answer to your question,
Representative Levin, what is the greatest barrier. I think the
answer may be the White House. I was terribly disappointed that
in the State of the Union Address 1 ago we were promised a
major administration initiative in welfare reform which struck me
as a very positive thl.li:ﬁ. In fact some of the rhetoric used by the
President ic =~ -tiagimilar to some of the rhetoric we have used at
this table today, and what I hoped for was Presidential leadership
on the issue, like the Presidential ‘leadership that existed on tax
reform, which then allowed the kind of national public debate of
the issue to occur.

The tax reform bill that you passed and the President signed is
incredibly different than the tax reform bill he proposed, but he
still maintained Presidential leadership on the issue and I am dis-
couraged because I think that the Presidential leadership no longer
exists when I hear of a White House proposal that States simply be
given more authority to conduct pilot projects and demonstration

activiti.hm
Ms. 0. I would like to add to that, that on top of what I
think is really the biggest barrier which is the fiscal one, another
barrier is that so many different kinds of ideas are being discussed
under the rubric of welfare reform. Some of them are really about
cost cutting and dealing with the welfare population in a punitive
way, some are relevant approaches that sort of cosmetic mingling
of 1deas under the rubric of welfare reform can be very dangerous.
We have to be sure that there are some points of real agreement
from which we can move.

Mr. LeviN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Forp. Tﬁ.:nk you, Mr. Levin.

Let me thank each member of the panel for your excellent testi-
mony. I am going to reserve any questions that the Chair might
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have at this time, but would ask from each of you to respond to
any questions that mignt come from the committee during the
course of the introduction of any legislation into the Congress or
any markup session. We will hear from additional witnesses in the
next 4 or 5 or 6 weeks, and after we have run out of time for wit-
nesses, we might have occasion to submit questions for you to com-
ment on certain provisions or components within a welfare reform

package.

I think the responses to date have been superb, this is the 15th,
16th month that we have conducted sessions of this nature, it is the
intent of this subcommittee to move forward with a welfare reform
package. I didn’t necessarily like everything I heard about welfare
reform from the President last night but at least he is on course,
he is talking about welfare reform, and he talked about it in the
last State of the Union Message. He is not the only one that is fo-
cusing now on the issue, and I would hope that it will be the intent
of this Congress to move a welfare reform package. To what degree
gd the cost and the revenue of a welfare reform package, I don’t

ow.

The staff has been looking at it, I am going to be talking with
committee members and our other colleagues in both the House
and the Senate, and seeing whether or not we can fashion a bill in
the coming weeks that can move through both Houses of the Con-
gress and pick up some support from the White House as well.

Once again, the subcommittee would like to thank the panelists
for their testimony today, and thank you for your appearance.

That concludes the business and the Chair will provide notices to
the members of future meetings. The subcommittee now stands ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 3:45 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]




WELFARE REFORM

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1987

Houst oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room
B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harold Ford (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Chairman Forp. The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation will come to order.

The subcommittee today will hear from a number of our col-
leagues here in the Congress on the issue of welfare reform. Mr.
Downey.

Mr. Downey. I have opening remarks, Mr. Chairman, and I
would like to put them in the recocd so we can get on with the
business of hearing Mr. Rangel.

Chairman Forp. All right.

Mr. Brown, Mr. Pease, Mr. Levin.

The Chair will also, due to the 10-minutes-past-10 hour—we will
make sure that the Members do not have to wait—the Chair will
also submit his opening remarks for the record.

[The statements follow:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HoN. HaroLp Forp (D., TENN.), CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON Pl\tinuc AssiSTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION, CoMMITTEE ON WAYS
AND MEANS

The Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation will
come to order.

Today’s hearing is an especially important one. It is our first opportunity, during
this sessic.., to hear testimony from our colleagues on welfare reform. I am pleased
with the tremendous response I received from my invitation to Members and look
forward to hearing from the nearly 20 Members who will be with us.

I also want to take this opportunity to announce that the Subcommittee has
scheduled additional hearings on welfare reform. On Wednesday, March 4, the Sub-
committee will take testimony from the Administration at which time we will learn
more about the President’s demonstration proposals as well as his two work propos-
als for AFDC recipients. On March 6th, 10th, 11th, and 13th, the Subcommittee will
hear from public witnesses on welfare reform. I expect that an official press release
announcing these sessions will be available later today.

Welfare reform is now on our agenda. It is our job to turn today’s rhetoric into
legislation that can make a difference. This morning, we take an important step in
that direction by learning more about what our colleagues in the House think needs
to be done. I look forward to an informative session.
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OPENING STATEMENT oF REPRESENTATIVE TroMAS J. DOWNEY

I want to compliment the Cheirman for calling this hearing. As we can see from
the witness list totiz;y—mr.de up of many of our distinguished colleagues—welfare
reform is a subject of great irtereat to this C:&us

There has been a dramatic and welcome shift on the subject of welfare reform in
the past few years. While many of us, who commit our resources and time to under-

i lems associated with the welfare system, put different accents on
les, we are at least nuv: speaking the same .
of this language we are speaking? It consists of words
such as “work.” Able-bodied individuais must not be denied the o portunity to con-
tribute their skills to society. That means education, train ni:g, tf placement, and
support services must be available. It means that society e individual must
live up to their mutual obligations.

“Fairnees” is another word in our common vocabulary. We must eliminate the
incentives that force fathers to abandon their families. We must level the disparities
between benefits that result solely from the State in which one happens to reside.
We must ide affordable health care to those who live in constant fear that sick-
nees will lead to inescapable and prolo poverty.

As many of us in this room know all too well, we have visited this issue before.
But, like friends just dropping in for coffee, we were here one moment and gone the
next. Welfare reform cannot be a one-shot deal. We are taking on an incredibly
l.:lll&ﬁlex area. Our efforts require eternal vigilance, continued experimentation, and

ess.

The common language we share on this issue results from past battles won and
lost. However, the emergin&os,onaensus on the need to reform the welfare system—
reflected in the reports ernors Cuomo and Babbit, the American Public Wel-
fare Association, the National Governors’ Association, the Domestic Policy Council,
this subcommittee and its Senate counterpart—cannot be allowed to flounder be-
cause we lack the political will to do the right thing.

ve my own ideas on how to reform the welfare system, ideas that I presented
to the last Congress and will put in legislation once again in this Congress. In the
next few weeks I'll be sharing mﬁ' thoughts on this subject with my colleagues.
Today, I look. forward to hearing the views of our witnesses. Thank you again, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman Forp. At this time, the Chair will recognize Mr.
Rangel of New York.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS ¥,. M THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

May I have permission to enter my remarks in the record.

Chairman Forp. Without objection, Mr. Rangel.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the members of the
subcommittee, and especially your leadership in wrestling with this
very serious and sensitive problem, the welfare reform. And I come
here this morning, not just to raise all the problems that we have
in pro » but to show the Chair that even though I do not sit on
the subcommittee, that I am very anxious to be working with you
to see whether or not we can reac’: a consensus and to do what ev-
eryone agrees is necessary, and that is to reform the cystem.

e problem that we all face, of course, is that while everyone
can support welfare refo m, it means different things to different
people. There are still tﬁestions in my mind, and a lot of people
think reform is just kic 'n%epeople off of the welfare rolls, while
there are other people that believe everyone is entitled to a job re-
gardless of their skills. And we have the resggnsibility during the
roughness of our economic times to bring about some balance to

the philosoph;; go that when people say that they support welfare

reform, that they are able to support some type of a bill.
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I was pleased to see that some of my colleagues were anxious to
support part of the President’s p. in whole or in because
I took the President’s proposal in the context in which his six years
have indicated a lack of sensitivity to the poor and the near poor in
this country. And it just seems to me that when the President
talked about welfare reform, that he was restricted to thinking
about some welfare mother in Los Angeles that drove some big
Cadillac because I have never heard him bring any realistic propos-
als to the Congress.

Nevertheless, the President consistently has supported budgetary
g::;posals that have cut domestic spending to such an extent that it

actually pushed people into poverty that normally would not
be poor. And here we have an administration that sa;
that we cannot raise revenues, we cannot raise taxes without sell-
ing national assets but, at the same time—wants increased defense
spending by $22 billion and decrease domestic spending by $18 bil-
lion, and says that now is the time for the Nation to come to grips
with the welfare problem.

Now I have looked at this, and it just seems to me that what the
President is saying is the same thing that he said in housing, the
same thing he wants to say in education, the same thing that he is
attempting to say in health, and that is the Federal ernment
really sl.ould not be in the service of J)row ing business; that basi-
cally local and State governments and nonprofit charitable organi-
zations should take care of the poor.

And s0 he would want us to embark on a 5-year demonstration
- sgram where we tell the States to come up with some ideas by
wuking 99 Federal programs, putting them together, as to how we
can better serve the needs of the poor. If indeed they reduced the
services, that reduction would be oversighted by some vague White
House committee, then they could pocket the difference. If indeed
they provide benefits that exceed the cap, then, of course, there are
no provisions for the Federal Government to give assistance.

It seems to me that once you realize that for most people that get
on welfare it is a temporary situation and once you recognize that
40 percent of the recipients are infants or kids or people that
cannot work, basically what we are talking about are people wio
are hard core welfare recipients, career welfare recipients, peopl:
that are without jobs, without hope, that live in misery, and people
really who are basically unemployable.

And I do not know how we, and I am not saying you, because I
am going to be there with you, I do not see how we can just take a
look at these people and think that we are going to be smart and
brilliant enough to provide some way, one, to get their attention
and have them believe that we want to help; two, to give them in-
centives and accuss to training and educational experiences so that
they would have skills to have employment.

I do not know how we get to the mayors and to the Governors
and tell them that because these people are welfare recipients that
now we are going to have to grepare for day care, for job place-
ment, and create jobs in the gu lic and private sector.

I know one thing, that with all we are trying to do and not doing
for those people who are addicted to drugs in rehabilitation and jo!
placement, we have got tens of thousands of more people who say
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why can you not give me a little attention? I have never abused
drugs, and I dropped out of high school, and I am looking for a job,
and I cannot even get a job at McDonald’s. Nevertheless, when the
President speaks, we respond, try to capture the public imagina-
tion, and move forward even with his targeted group.

I am telling you that these people have lived in houses that the
welfare department designated for them; they live and are sur-
rounded by people with the same problems that they have. They
live in communities that do not have male images there because
many of the communities have set up a system which gives disin-
cent*ves to fathers to be involved in the houses. But, worst of all,
they live in communities where there are no jobs, and certainlv
where there are no places to develop the skills, even to leave t:
communities to get the jobs.

So I would say that if we can just grab that part of the Presi-
dent’s message, that is, we have to reform the welfare system, that
I'am confident that members of this committee, and I want to work
with you, will be able to put in the necessary ingredients so that
we are telling people that, yes, you are on welfare, yes, we want
you off of welfare, but we are going to provide at least some of the
basic tools that are necessary that you move not just off the wel-
fare rolls, but you move in a position to make a constructive contri-
bution to society.

I would like to say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that this idea of
merging all Federal income supports intn one system, I do not have
too much of a problem with. I do not see the connection, of course,
between college grants and educational grants, and the fact that
the kids’ parents are noor. But it is going to cause a lot of problems
as the Health and Human Services and as the Education Commit-
tee wants to distance themselves from the stigma of being welfare.
And personally I love it.

I have received more money under the GI bill than I ever had in
my life. They sent me to high school, they sent me to college, they
paid for my books, they paid the professors. I picke¢ the most ex-
pensive vniversity system in the country, and they gave me money
to boot. But because I had a Purple Heart and a Bronze Star, I was
not a welfare recipient, I was a disabled veteran. While welfare is
welfare is welfare.

So if the veterans are going tv say that they do not like being
thrown into the same pot with the poor and disadvantaged, this
would be a very interesting exchange. But whether or not it is
going to help with our work, I do not knov..

Thank you for the opportunity.

[The prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE CHARLES B. RANGEL (D., ¥.Y.),
MEMBER OF TRE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FEBRUARY 19, 1987

I wieh to thenk the Subcommittee for the opportunity to
teetify on the teeue of welfere reform. The question of welfere
reforas hee come Up meny timee. It ie conetently the eubject of
echolerly review end politicel diecueeion. Yet, ths probleas of
the welfere eyetem eceeme to heve woreened rether then improve.

We heve m eyetem with e eubetentiel number of people, including
eltogether too mmny children, on economic meintenence without eny
hope of ever finding e wey out.

It deeply troudblee me thet there ere young people who ere
ceught in the welfere cycle end we heve not been mble to find
way to remove them from it. Ineteed, they ere mired down only to
Sive forth to enother generetion of poor ochildren trepped by the
eeme ugly wed. Ae Cheirmen of the Select Committee on Nercotice
Abuee mnd Control I heve eeen one vicioue reeult from the
desperete poverty of meny of theee poor youthe. 411l too often
their deepeir leede to the enere of nercotice. And, if it 1e not
druge thet ehecklee them, then it ie the fetlure of our educetion
eyetem which leevee them unproductive in todey'e eociety.

Hopefully, thie time we cen reech ¢ coneensue gbout how to
provide seeietence to thoee who need help with the incentives
thet will leed them with dignity to eelf euffictiency. There ere
seny thinge we muet do to end thie terridle plight. Welfere
refors with e light et the end of the tunnel for the meny
Americene trepped ineide ie¢ seeentiel.

Preeident Reegen hee indiceted thet welfere reform ie e
mejor priority of hie edminietretion. Ae I wee pleesed thet the
Preeident endoreed the concept thet led to removing moet of the
working poor from the tex rolle, I mm pleeeed thet the Preeident
recognizee the need to reform thie eyetem thet e bogged down in
confueion, contrediction end deepeir. However, I em not
neceseerily in egreement with hie epproech to the eolution.

It seeme ironic thet the Preeident celle for e eolution to
the welfere problem thet he hme helped to creeste. During the eo~
celled Revclution of Remgenomice we heve esen leee jobe crested
then during the eix yeere prior to the current Adainietretion.
Woree yet, ebout one-helf of these jobe pey lese then $7,000 per
yeer. Thet ie lees then 605 of the poverty line for e femily of
four. Neny of the jobe creeted mre pert-time jobe. Herdly the
type to help one evoid poverty or find e peth out of poverty.
During the seme Adminietretion we heve eeen budget deficite
double our netionel debt while sooiel welfere progreme heve been
cut. The reeult hee been high reel intereet retee, ¢ drein on

cepitel end e trede deficit thet hee rodbbded our country of
thousende of high peying ekilled jobe.

The Preeident doee not heve e solution to the beeic economic
problem of the netion other then the seme feiling progres end he
dose not eeem to heve ¢ eoluticn to the welfere problem except to
pmes the buck sleewvhere, .

Ae eeye thet we ought to ellow the etetee to experimsnt with
eny numbder of different epproechee. He givee the stetee five
yeere for theee experimente. The etetee would be given broed
letitude to develop progreme with the money thet Weshington would
now eend tc them in lieu of the progres money thevy now receive.
Te eneure minimus netionel etenderde there would be some veguely
defined overeight from the White Houes'.
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My concern is thet the problem confronte ue todey end we
know whet it ie end we ought to eddree 1t now. Why do ve heve
to weit five yeere? Cen we be certein thet in the President’s
experiment thet the minisum benefite will be sdequets netionwide”
Cen we svoid the resl poseibility thet etetes will not direct
funde for job treining et the tergete thet srs the core prodblem
of the welfere syndrome, but et thoss only temporerily on welfere
who would more likely find work without the-eid of job treining
end sserch sssistence? Are ve certein thet the etetes will
eppreciete the need of the welfere mother for trmining, dey cére,
clothing end trensportetion coete before she 1e meked to work In
1isu of AFDC? ¥ill the progrsme in eoms stetes D& more generour
or 1iberel in demende in ¢ wvey thet will ettrect the needy of
other etetes vhers the experiment is fmiling cremting ¢ problem
we hed two decedes ego? I could go on, but in thie Drief
testimony 1 juet went to meks cleer thet the Preseident’s progrem
reises meny qusstions sbout the whether it will mddress
fundementel concepte thet should elreedy be egreed upon.

So, where do we gstend e¢ we try once egein to meke sense of
our eystem of public seesistence?

Firet, we need to meke some senss of the neerly 100
different progreme thet exist to help the leee fortunmte. Any
sovement to consolidete thess progreme et leset in terme of the
poor being eble to reech out for them in one coordineted effort
will conetitute ¢ mejor improvement.

Second, vhetever progrem we deeign it ehould heve ¢ bise
towsrd ceeh trenefers end not vouch Peterneliem thet gives
the messsge to the poor thet privileged society dose not truet
their judgment with money ie demorelizing for the peoor.

Third, we muet reech the herdcors poor in trying to solve
the moet ssrious welfers problem. Of thoss femilic-s who ever go
on welfers, helf leeve the rolls within two yssrse end only one
eixth etey on the rolle for eight yeere or longsr. Thoee who ers
locked into welfere ere those with whom we ehould be
concentrating our efforte. I e® not euggesting thet we forget
the others who encountsr sconomic difficulties. Ve muet eleo
sssist them in their efforte to return to self sufficiency, bdut
it sppesrs they mensgs to extricete thumsslves from welfers with
the progreme thst nowv exiet or without eny dirsct government
help. The long term recipiente of welferes heve the grestest
berrisrs to employsent end eslf sufficiency of eny of the edle
bodied lese fortunete.

We must reech these psople through dbesic educetion end
mesningful job treining thet cen eventuslly teke them beyond the
sinieue wege. Bmeic educetion fie firet. We must meke gure thet
the welfere perente beoome literete end thmt they receive high
sohool degrees. Ve must meke sure thet they leern wmerketedle
ekille, how to get m job, how to menege on the job end how to
keep m jJob. We muet do the seme for the welfere ohild;
eduoestion, treining, hops.

One progrem thet slreedy esske to mchisve pmrt of thet goel
fe the the Tergeted Jobe Tex Credit. It ueee the privete sector
to hire end trein people from ssverel tergetesd groupe. It
provides en inoentive for the privete sesotor through & tex oredit
for pert of the firet $6000 of wegss. The progras hes been ¢
success se thousende of psople heve been hired through it. For
the young who heve rsosived their firet job through TJTC it hee
provided nesded job experience velusble for future job
development. TJIC will expire mt the end of 1988. VWe need to
rensw TJTC.

But, TJIC 1e not enough end neither ie¢ the Job Pertnerehip
Treining Aot. Ve will need much mors then we heve now to bring
the poor into sconomic meinetreem.

1 em diseppointed tbet in the yemr thet ell of Ammrice fe¢
orying thet we must bsoome more somprtitivm, thet the President
ie salling for oute {3 the educetios and treininig budget. One
of the grest well epringe of untmpped potentiel for {aproving
Amerios’e smmpetitive position ie the poor mnd their ohildrmn.
The room for improvement ie enormoue. The benefite could be
menifaet.
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Onoe we have the poor working, we have to ramove the
finanoial diaincentivea to work. We muat deaign saaiatance
aohedulea that do not reault in what amounta to confiacatory
taxea ma the welfare recipient turning worker begina to improve
hia fnoome with a wage. Likewiae, the earned income tax credit
ahould not mct to reduce a recipienta' benefit. We have dropped
the asximum marginal rate for the wealthy down to 28%.

Effeotively, the rate reducing aaafatance payments as a
recipient'a wage income riaes sghould be at laaat aa low and low
enough to finaure the incentive to work.

Similarly, we ahould not make it difficult to see any
advantage in working offset by the costs of tranaportation or
toola or uniforama.

We ahould not inhibit the welfare recipient from working by
removing his or her famfiliea' health care protection. Either we
have to keep the emerging wage earner on Medicaid longer than we
now do or we muat go forward with the effort to make health
inaurance available to all cannot otherwiae aecure {t.

Wherc we are dealing with single mothers we must appreciate
the need for day care mnd that we cannot expect all mothers to be
eble to work ful. time since most mothers who do work do not work
full time year round.

Exactiy how we accomplish our goal given aome of the
parametera we aust agree upon is a task this aubcoamittee and
othera in Congreaa muat begin. I only aak that you be guided
with compasaion and a desire to aee the poor have the opportunity
to rise up to aelf aufficiency with dignity.

I have reviewved the recent atatementa of the Chairman of
thia Subcommittee, Congressman Harold Ford regarding the zubject
of welfare refora. I believe he is leading the Congresa in the
right direction. I was proud to join Congreaaman Ford in
coaponaoring hia welfare reform proposal in the 99th Congress. I
am aure from his recent commenta that he will develop a aimilarly
thoughtful and progressive propoaal for the 100th Congreas and I
will be proud to jJoin hiam again in fighting for welfare reforam.
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Chairman Forp. Thank you, Mr. Rangel.

You know when ?'ou were talking about that comprehensive

iece, merging all of the programs into one, you cosponsored the

‘amily Income Security Act in 1985 and 1986, you go outside of the
welfare population itself. I am just wondering how comprehensive
should we think in terms of a welfare reform package? Should we
go beyond the 7 million childr:n that you talked about who are re-
cipients under the welfare system and pick up the other 5 million
children who are not within the welfare population itself, although
they are below the poverty thresholds.

I mean how comprehensive should we look toward the —

Mr. RaNGEL. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we have the option or
the choices to do what we would want to do. We are working under
severe restrictions, limited amounts of moneys, a President and a
Congress that is unwilling to talk about increase in revenues, and
80 it just seems to me that we are just going to have to target it
and see what we can do with those that have the least among us.
And perhaps if we can have the courage to deal with that problem,
maybe then local and State governments could learn ways to do
and provide services in a better way.

Chairman Forp. You find it true that the State of New York, as
well as I guess your local %overnment, respond with their welfare
programs somewhat decently compared to other States throughout
the Nation. I have gone into a State——

Mr. RanGeL. Why do you not finish your statement and say com-

red to other nations? Not States because, in New York State, the

ast thing on the legislative agenda is welfare reform. The last
thing that we deal with is cost-of-living increases. And it is not
done because it is the right thing. It is done because there is
enough political clout and enough people who are concerned to
bring abou¢ the balances.

But again, welfare payments should not be the issue. It is how
many ple have you gotten off of welfare that have not re-
turned? How many creative programs have you got that provide in-
centives of the people who want to work, to continue to work, and
to be able to raise a family with some degree of dignity?

So the fact that we have increased benefits to me is not the crite-
ria that we should be using. The criteria is that we provide the in-
centives for people to develop the skills to have the jobs, to keep
the jobs, and not penalize them by taking away health benefits, day
care benefits, and other benefits merely because they reach some
artificial ceiling that we have placed on their lives.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Downey.

Mr. DownNEy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Charlie, can I ask you, since I do not think we have much differ-
ence of opinion on what we need to do, my concerns are about how
we do it. I think that we are going to do welfare reform in the
House, but I am afraid that we cannot do it in our committee
alone, that we have to get Education and Labor in the act, and we
are going to have the housizg people on Banking and Finance, and
I suspect Mr. Waxman’s committee on Medicaid might be involved
in some way if we look at a lonlg-term care component.

Would you think about it—I do not want to spring this on you
here publicly—would you think about :he idea of doing what we
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did—I guess it was Tip who did it in 1978, you may have been dpart
of it when Jin: Corman was part of our Welfare Committee and the
Speaker n(:ﬁanized a committee that comprised other members of
other J’u isdictions so that we would not be heading off in one direc-
tion doing whatever we wanted to do, and somebody else doing
something else. I mean I would propose that Hal be its chairman,
and we will advocate that, but that we think about setting up a
committee that crosses jurisdictional lines that has the legislative
clout and the prestigious members so they can get down to busi-
ness. That is the first thing that I would ask you to do.

Mr. RANGEL. Sure, it makes a lot of sense.

Mr. Downgey. The second thing would be the idea of this issue of
revenue neutrality. I am not wedded to any idea of revenue neu-
trality. I happen to think that more money has to be spent for us
to solve this problem. But that, it seems to me, is one of the other
issues. If we are not going to do something in a revenue neutral
way, whatever it is, we are going to have to be prepared to explain
in a bipartisan sense why it is that we need to spend more money.
My answer has historically been we are going to spend more
money now because it is going to save us money later on, and I can
prove that, and studies can prove that.

But those are the issues that I would hope that we could have
you as one of our champions and one of our voices that we are
going to wind up ai)robably needing to have a committee that
crosses jurisdictional lines. And if we are going to spend more
money, we should be pre}mred to sal); that at some earlier time and
;mhl:r;ng ha: many of our Republican colleagues who are pre-

o that.

Mr. RANGEL. It has got to be a problem, Mr. Downey, because, as
you know, as we received the President’s trade bill which has all of
the spirit of competition and how we are going to have to provide
skills and be trained, there is no money in these bills either. And

80 I do not know where all this revenue neutrality comes in when

you are increasing the Federal Government’s d;;:;omises to provide
more services. But maybe if we could get the administration people
in here and actuslly tell them that you cannot run around promis-
ing to educate.

e have got the t'ﬁ;oblem in the drug bill. The President told the
entire free world that one of his major thrusts is to educate our
youth against drugs. And now he is cutting $150 million out of the
1988 budget, more than half of what is appropriated.

So I do not know how we do it, but I really think that we ought
to have the House and the Senate, Republicans and Democrats,
come together or. these basic principles so that it does not appear
that the President has given us a challenge and whispered revenue
neutrality, and we ran away from it.

Mr. DownEy. Well, I quite agree. But my bill, which you are fa-
miliar with, does achieve some revenue neutrality by basically ze-
roing things like transportation, EDA and UDAG which the cities,
you know, look forward to as they do, you know, in a new case of
AIDtSh:pidemic. So they are not excited about it. And I can appreci-
ate that.

But I would much prefer to do something for the people that we
want to do something for, and say to the cities, look, you are going

Q

119




114

to have to go to the States now and we are ioin to free up Medic-
aid and C expenditures for you, and the States are going to
have in partnership for you with other programs. In that sense, we
are going to do more for the poor, but we are going to do less for
the cities. Tough job certainly for you to sell and for others who
come from urban areas.

But I think it is absolutely essential we do something about chil-
dren. It is criminally negligent what we have allowed to happen in
this country with respect to our children. And I think we all sense
that the time has come to do it.

Mr. RaNGEL. I hope I do not sound too emotional, but I truly be-
lieve that it is a threat to our national security the way this young-
er generation has been educationally and emotionally crippled, and
been placed in the position that not only they cannot defend or
make a contribution to society, but they are a drag on society. And
keeping them locked up in prisons certainly is not the answer in
an, communilt;y.
irman Forp. Mr. Brown. But beforechand let me announce
that on March 4, the committee has scheduled the administration
to appear before the committee so that the committee can hear tes-
timony on the demonstration proposals that have already been
fashioned.

Mr. Brown.

Mr. BRownN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the gentle-
man from New York taking the time to come and share his
thoughts with us this morning.

I do not know as it will shock him that I hold a little different
view of the last 6 years. It does occur to me that the 13 million new
jobs for Americans in the last 6 years is a stroni record. I find
myself voting against the defense appropriation bills these last
years because I thought they spent too much money and, to my
chagrin, I found the majority of my Democratic colleagues voting
for it. My recollection is that we have increased Federal spending
68 percent in those 6 years, not counting this year. Two-thirds of
that increase was in nonmilitary spending. I mention that because
while I deeply admire the gentleman and am delighted with his
positive attitude on this subject, I do not find myself in a 100 per-
cent agreement with him this morning.

The point I would like to explore is this: many ﬁople have fo-
cused on the potential of requiring recipients to involved in
some sort of training, educational, work, or job placement program
as a quid pro quo for welfare benefits. Obviously that has to be lim-
ited to folks who are able-bodied.

But could you give us your view of that kind of requirement of
being attached to some employment or training program?

Mr. RANGEL. I think it makes a heck of a lot of sense, and I can
say that easily because there are no jobs, and so you can put the
mandatory requirements that do not really mean anything.

But let me say something to you about all of these job opportuni-
ties. You know, as commerce expands anc the population expands,
and there are more jobs available, I know you are not talking
about the people that we are talking about today. These people do
not have to train to take advantage of these new job opportunities
that you talk about in the last 6 years, and our job is to make cer-
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tain that if they are qualified and have the skills to take advantage
of them, and do not do it, that we take them off the welfare rolls.

It would seem to me one of the things we tried to do in our com-
munity is that we go out to those employers and those industries
that hire a large number of people, especially in the service indus-
tries, and we ask them to join with us in developing the programs
that are necessary to train their employees so that we can do some

of the processing.
I have absolutely no problem in making it mandatory that those
who come to drink from the welfare well make certain that they

develop the skills to get out of it as soon as possible. If they cannot
do it, then get off the rolls.

Mr. BrowN. I really think you summed up in a few words ‘he
potential for a very positive compromise.

Mr. RaNGEL. Still the problem is going to be, you know, at what
stage does a mother give up her child and go to work and those
other things. But, listen, as long as we are saying that you are pre-
pared to say this person should have access to training and develop
the skills to get a job, we could work out the details. And even if I
lose this year, we can work out improvement for the next year. But
do not just turn it over to the States and tell them whatever sav-
inﬁ you have, pocket it towards your budget.

r. BROWN. Yes; one of our problems might be in determining
the child’s age at which mothers would be required to participate,
but I think people of good spirit can work that out. I agree with
you. I think part of the problem would be finding seed money to
make sure we have good training programs, good job programs,
good educational programs. And I suspect that if we find a prob-
lem, it might be in that area more than——

Mr. RANGEL. Well, I am anxious to work with you.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Pease.

Mr. Pease. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no questions.

I just want to thank our colleague. As usual, he has given us
some very thoughtful testimony, and I appreciate it a lot.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Andrews.

Mr. Anprews. Charlie, just to follow up on Hank’s question to
you. Can we do something significant and keep it revenue neutral?

Mr. RANGEL. I have no idea. I do not see how you can really. Of
c.urse, | am not wedded to this revenue neutrality, and I do not
know, f'ou know, in view of the budget that the President has sent
to us, I do not know whether he really means what he sen* to us.
And if we realty thought that we were going to cut other programs,
then we are developing an adversary group that has been very
quiet now, and you will not hear from them until you decide what
you are going to abolish.

It is a catch-22. I do not see how you can do it. As a matter of
fact, many of these people would not be on welfare if we had done
it

Mr. Anprews. Well, if you had to kind of make your own wish
list off the top of your head, surely we could start with some of the
grants to the cities, like UDAG and some of those programs. I
mean that is a place where some of us, even those of us from urban
areas could——
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Mr. RanceL. I do not really figure at this point I would want to
find out where I want to myself, you knc -, for this program.

Mr. ANprews. Not under oath anyway this morning.

Mr. RanGeL. We will have a list, you know. Maybe we can take a
look at how much a foot we are giving the oil industry and see
whether or not those incentives are still necessary.

Mr. Anprews. That is important too.

Mr. RANGEL. I do not know. There are a lot of things we could
look at, but I still think that if it does reach that point, we all
ought to take a head because, as Mr. Downing sais, you really do
not have to be an economist to find out that once these peorle start
working and paying taxes that this is one of those programs that
reallilwﬂl pay for itself. And if you can stop the chain, if you can
stop kids from believing that a way of life is waiting for the check,
then you really are getting more bang out of the buck. So it is just
common sense that would dictate that we should be going in that
direction. But that does not help us with the 1988 budget figures.

Mr. Anprews. No, it does not, but I think your point is well
taken. As we start this process and this debate, we really should
not as a Congress be s0 wedded to this theory of revenue neutrality
that we lose an opportunity to do something really significant. I
mean it would be a terrible thing if we debate the process for how-
ever long it takes in this Congress, if we move the programs
around, cutting here and cutting there, all in the name of revenue
neutrality, and we do not accomplish something significant just be-
cause of the dollars.

Mr. RaNGEL. I am afraid that is the major fear that I have be-
cause there is nobody that is opposing welfare reform.

Mr. ANprews. That is right. That is right.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Levin.

Mr. Lev..". Mr. Chairman, I apgreciate the opportunity to par-
ticipate. Mr. Rangel is so cogent that I think I had better not ask
anﬂquestions. Thank you.

r. RANGEL. You can tell the junior members on the committee.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Rangel, let us again thank you very much
foH ur appearance and your testimony before the committee.

r. RANGEL. Thank you.

Chairman Forp. Thank you.

Mr. Wheat, you are on the panel. We will recognize you if you
want to participate in some of the questions for the witnesses. 1
thought you were here to be a witness, but we are delighted to
have you, and we welcome you to the panel.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Chairman, I did not have any questions for the
distinguished gentleman from New York, but I would like to thank
you for the OFE rtunity, for your gracious invitation to sit in with
you. I would like to do that inasmuch as this is going to be a major
ism‘xie this year, and you are a recognized leader and will be the

eader——

Chairinan ForL. We know that we are going to have to bring it
before the Rules C ymmittee too.

Mr. WHEAT. We .'ope at some point to work with you in putting
all the pieces together.

Chairman Forp. Thank you.
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We also are delighted to have one of our own of this committee,
Mr. Peas~ of Ohio. Thank you very much for taking the time to
come gm, I guess, the top of the panel down to the witness table
to testify.

'We recognize our own now, Mr. Pease.

STATEMENT OF HON. DON J. PEASE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Prase. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief
and just s+ that I wanted to come before you as a witness today in
order to u .ierscore my own great interest in welfare reform. I be-
lieve it is one of the most important things that we will ve called
upon to do in 1987.

As we in the Ways and Means Committee learned last year in
dealing with tax reform, the fact that the public supports the
thrust of the lefislation does not necessarily make the job easy. I
know we face a long hard road this year.

Iamnotcarr{inganywishlisttoday.ldo not have a proposal
worked out for how we ought to reform our welfare system. I do
not have any particular provisions that I especigﬁy want to get
into any bill that we uce. Mainly, I just wanted to mention a
couple of guidelines which I thought the committee ought to keep
in mind as it goes about its deliberations.

First, as has been mentioned today, work should be the key. If
people agree on anything, they would agree on that. No matter
what one thinks should be our primary goal on welfare reform,
whether it should be reduction of poverty, cutting costs, or reduc-
ing the number of people in the programs, a job has always been
and will continue to be the best way to achieve any of these goals.
ng certainly, to the extent that we can stress jobs, we will be better
o

For the many peoilse who can work, the system should not put
obstacles in their paths.

Second, the welfare system needs to be fle..ible. I think that is
almost self-evident. But we want to be careful about excessive flexi-
bility. I am glad the President recognizes the importance of flexibil-
ity, but I fear he may want to carry the concept too far. Encourag-
ing State and local governments to embark on innovative programs
is certainly worthwhile, as experiences in several States in recent
years have demonstrated, and as we have heard in previous testi-
mony be” re this committee.

But as_ong as Federal funds are going to be a part of the pack-
age, the Federal Government has a responsibility to the taxpayers
to make sure that the dollars vsa;ent in the programs under discus-
sion today are spent wisely. We should not use obedience to the
concept of flexiLility as an excuse to abdicate our responsibility to
maintain fiscal cor: rols.

Third, reform ought to give us a more family-friendly system. It
is past time that we required States to adopt an unemployed
parent program as part of the AFDC program. And I am sure I am
preaching o the choir when I talk to the chairman about that pro-
vision. The President has enunciated as one of his welfare reform
principles that the system should “encourage the formation of eco-
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nomically self-sufficient families.” It seems to me that making the
unemployed parent program mandatory as we have suggested from
this subcommittee in past years, would be an obvious way to help
fulfill this important goal.

Finally, we have to deal with transition problems of people who
move from welfare to gainful employment. I think this may be one
of the most important challenges that we face. It is rare that our
economic system catapults people directlv from welfare into
middle-class employment. It just does not hs.ppen very often. So we
ought to concentrate on the transition ruriod that a lot of people
on welfare will have to go through once they get employment.

i ily, this means to. me concern about access to health care
coverage. In my opinion, it is criminal and nonsensical to ask a
person on welfare to take a minimum wage job—which barely
comes up to the level of welfare payments—and then, in the proc-
ess, lose eligibility for Medicaid. No person in his or her right mind
would accept such a deal because, in our society today, health care
costs are 8o important to every family.

As I close, let me refer again to the tax reform debate that began
to take shape just 2 years ago. All the principals in tax reform
made a special effort to make our tax system more fair to the
working poor, who in many ways had become arguably the most
disadvantaged group in our society. I think the way that tax
reform finally dealt with low-income individuals was one of the
real accomplishments of this committee last year.

If our work goes well, the result will be many more members of
the ranks of the so-called working poor. We will, if we are success-
ful, move people off the welfare rolls and into those ranks of work-

T.

e want their stays on those lower rungs of the economic ladder
to be brief. But, as we make them proceed up that ladder, let us
make sure that they are encouraged and helped and not discour-
aged from getting on that ladder and moving up.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF HON. DON J. PEASE

before the
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSAT ION
of the
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
FEBRUARY 19, 1987

Mr. Chatrman and my colleagues on the subcommittee, let me begin by
commending the chatrman for undertaking these hearfngs on welfare reform so
early tn this session. To do a good job on welfare reform will take
consld:r:ble time and effort on all our parts, so this early start {s
essential,

As we on the Ways and Means Committee learned last year in dealing with tax
reform, the fact that the publfc supports the thrust of the effort does not
mean the job will be easy. Like tax reform, welfare reform s something
that most people seem to favor almost tnstinctively, But unltike tax reform,
welfare reform will not have a dfrect tmpact on most cittzens, This fact
will probably make our job harder.

As far as specific welfare reform recommendations are concerned, [ am not
carrytng any kind of wish 11st today. But I do want to mentfon some general
principles that common sense suggests should guide the subcommittee tn its
work on this {mportant {ssue.

% First, work should be the key. No matter what one thinks should be
our primary goal in welfare reform--whether it be reductfon of
poverty, cutting the cost of welfare programs, or reducing the
nusber of people who depend on the programs--a job has always been
and will continue to be the best way to achieve any of these goals.

For the many who can work and want to work, the system should not
put obstacles fn their paths. In fact, a subcommittee priortity
should be finding ways to improve the system's capacity for
factlitating and encouragtny both job traintng and employment.

1 Second, the welfare systes needs to be flextble, I am glad that the
PresTdent recognizes the {mportance of flexibiltty, but I fear the
President may want to carry the concept too far. Encouraging state
and local governments to embark on fnnovative programs fs certainly
worthwhile, as experfences in several states fn recent years have
demonstrated. But as long as federal funds are gofng to be a part
of the package, the federal government has a responsibility to the
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taxpayers to make sure that the dollars spent on the programs under
discussion today are spent wisely.

% Third, reform ought to give us a more family-friendly system. It is
past time that we required states to adopt an unemployed parent
program as part of the AFDC system. The fact that AFDC was
originally designed to atd needy children without fathers has led to
criticism that the program encourages the break-up or non-formation
of families. It {s time that we remove the basis for that
criticism. The House of Representatives has included a mandatory
AFDC unemployed parent program proposal in the last few
reconciliation bills, but the Reagan Administration has strenuously
opposed the proposal. The idea has been killed in conference every
time.

The President has enunciated as one of his welfare reform principles
that the system should “encourage the formation of economically
self-sufficient families.” It seems to me that making the
unemployed parent program mandatory would be an obvious way to help
fulfill this important goal.

§ Finally, we have to deal with transition problems of people who move
Trom welfare to gainful employment. Qur economic System does not
generally find people jumping directly from the poverty level to 2
middle-class income. The subcommittee should concentrate on this
transition period. For example, we nend to think about peoples’
access to health care coverage for themselves and their children.
Too many people feel that they are forced to choose between a low
wage job and continued access to health care coverage. In my view,
this choice introduces a factor that ought not to enter into the
decision of whether to Join the workforce. When {t comes to |
choosing between work and welfare, work should come out on top. |

As I close, let me refer once again to the tax reform debate that began to
take shape just two years ago. All the principals in tax reform made a
special effort to make our tax system fairer to the working poor, who in
many ways had become arguably the most disadvantaged group in our society.
I think the way tax reform ultimately dealt with low-income individuals was
one of its most praiseworthy accomplishments.

If our work goes well, the result will be many more members of the ranks of
the so-called working poor. We want their stays on those lower rungs of the
economic ladder to be brief. But let's make sure thev are encouraged and
helped to get on the ladder and start climbing.
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Chairman Forp. Thank you very much, Don.

Don, just for the record, there has been a lot of talk about it, and
Mr. Downey mentioned it in his conversation with Mr. Rangel
about budget neutrality. How do you foresee this committee and
the Congress dealing with the revenue impact of a welfare reform
package? Should we first consider the revenue neutral aspect of it,
or should we try to identify those components within a program
that will in fact be viable as they relate to work education and

t ?

%. Sure. Mr. Chairman, as you know, those decisions
about revenue neutrality go far beyond the confines of this subcom-
mittee. I think we really have to look to the leadership to make the
basic underlying decision.

But I would think that in fashioning a welfare program, we
ought to start out without reference to the cost and ask ourselves
what would it take to develop a commonsense, practical, workable
welfare system? And then, having done that, and having looked to
see what resources are available to us from the Budget Committee
and the leadership, we should cut the cloth as we have to in order
to make things fit. I would hope that if we have to operate within
the existing revenues, we can do that in a way that fits in intelli-
geently with some broader concept of what wel}’are reform ought to

. In other words, we ought not to act this year on welfare reform
in a way that cuts us off from progress in future years if more re-
sources become available.

I think that it is possible to make some useful improvements in
the welfare m within current revenues. However, I think we
would be making a mistake to start out from the assumption that
that is what we ought to look at first. We ought to broaden our ho-
rizons.

Chairman Forp. One final question, Mr. Pease. The Downey-
Evans federalism bill that was introduced in the last Congress, and
I am not sure whether it has been introduced in this Congress—is
it in this Congress?

Mr. DownNEy. Not yet, but it will be.

Chairman Forbp. re are a lot of very attractive features about
the ..l. But as was mentioned earlier with the witness right before
you, crossing jurisdictional lines in the Congress and having joint
referrals as well as whatever sequential referrals might be in
order, could be difficult.

Should we try to limit jurisdiction to this area, public assistance,
the welfare population itself, or should we try to be broader than
that? And it might be that we can draft a bill solely within our
Jurisdiction. Or, a bill might not be reported from this committee
without some joint referrals, and if that is the case, hopefully we
can get the leadership to place a time restraint that would require
other committees to report the legislation out.

I guess the question is, should we try to draft legislation to con-
fine the welfare reform package to the welfare population and,
therefore, giving this committee jurisdiction over the bill that we
would report?

Mr. Prase. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know. we constantly run
into problems caused by the jurisdictions of the various committees
in Congress. I believe that it is a function of the House leader-
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ship—the Speaker, the Majority Leader—to find practical ways to
work out those jurisdictional problems either by using the example
of the Energy Committee in 1978 and 1979 to appoint a special
committee or an ad hoc committee to deal s cally with the
}aroblem. Or Congress could address the jurisdictional problem in-
ormally by getting together the relevant subcommittee chairmen
and deciding on a general direction for our efforts so that when one
subcommittee does its piece and another does its piece, they com-
plement one another and do not clash.

I think either one of those models could be used. But clearly we
ought not to be starting out in our subcommittee with our own as-
suraptions without getting some understanding from the leader-

ship.

(gminnan Forp. You know, the administration, when Dr. Miller
testified last week or the week before the full committee, in his
conversation on welfare reform and in his testimony, he talked
about, I guess, dismantling the Summer Youth Emﬁ}soyment Pro-
gram, which would not be under the jurisdiction of this committee.
And it is very attractive maybe when you look at the $800 million
that the administration talked about and replace it with a training
component for the population of children within the welfare pro-
gram. I do not know how Education and Labor views the l;_)Iroposal,
and which committee might have the jurisdiction in the House. It
would involve dismantling another program.

I think some of those features are within the Downez—Evans bill,
and, Tom, I am surely in no way not supportive of the bill that you
have already fashioned in the last Co . I am just concerned
now as to how we claim jurisdiction and try to move with a pack-

e that will reflect and respond to those needs in the welfare pop-

tion of this Nation and those who are living below the poverty
thresholds.

That is all. Thank you, Mr. Pease.

Mr. DowNey. Mr. Chairman, if I could be heard on this. I think

that what Hank mentioned before is something that is really criti-
cal here. The notion that an expandinf economy is the best welfare
program is something that I believe. I mean you cannot obviously
share the wealth unless you create it. But, by the same token, as a
progressive Democrat, I will concede the fact that the economy is
creatirg new jobs, not the sort of jobs I would have liked, but it has
certainly given us an opportunity to mpeople to work. But, at the
fame time, whi}e thel econoniytelias l} (ilxpan;lling, fjt has telsiﬁ a
arge segment of people completely out of the realm of grea op-
portunity. I mean indeed tge number of poor have increased so
that if liberals have learned one thing, it is that self-sufficiency
and work have to be any part ¢ a welfare program and additional
training, additional education. 1 am prepared to concede that point.
You should work but you should have :gf)ortunity.

And what I would like to have conceded to me—no, not by you,
but I mean in the rhetorical sense, is the notion that even an ex-
pandm§ economy will not solve the problems that we have to
tackle. If we can address those two issues, I think we have got the
seeds for a serious bit of bipartisan legislation.

Now, let me just address the issue of revenue neutrality. The
Evans bill and my bill, what it does basically is it says, look, pover-
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ty is a national problem. AFDC should have the unemployed
parent program in it, it should be financed {0 percent by the Fed-
eral ent, 10 percent by the States; Medicaid same thing. I
mean it is irrational for us to think that in Texas the people who
have been unemployed as ¢ result of a downturn in the oil econo-
my are not somehow also New York, Ohio, Colorado, and Tennes-
see’s responsibility. It is crazy. I mean it was true when Mr.
Pease’s constituents were unemployed, when the automobile indus-
try was falling on hard times. It is true in Texas and Louisiana.
’lgese are national problems that have to be addressed nationally.
That is the first point.

The second is that it does not mean that they have to be admin-
istered nationally. Far from it. And my strong preference would be
for it to be administered locally. But that if you are going to do
this, if you are goinimto ide a 90 percent payment for AFDC
and Medicaid and what, I might add, a large percentage of poor
children who have not had proper medical attention, allow them to
have medical attention, that there is going to be a very strong re-
quirement for us given the political reality of how we are going to
pay for it. And all mine and Senator Evans’ bill does is say, look, to
the cities, we are going to help you but we are going to take some
of these other programs that have been great programs but are not
necessarily targeted to the poor, and we are going to pay for them
that way. We are going to remove UDAG; we are going to remove
EDA; we are going to make mase transit take that away from you
and, at the same token, you are now going to have to go to the
States and say to the States, because we be paying for AFDC
and Medicaid, you lpay for it. That is what my approach is. And we
are really much closer to consensus here than I could ever, ever
thought possible a year or two ago.

My concern is about jurisdictional lines, and I think Don has al-

y answered the question. In 1978, Don, Tip appointed an
Energy Committee and a Welfare Reform Committee. The reason
we remember the Energy Committee is because it came up with a
bill, and the Welfare Reform Committee did not. That was Jim Cor-
man’s tutelage.

Chairman Forp. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. DownEey. Yes.

Chairman Forp. And, Tom, that is wuat I am afraid of, and your
agfroach does not frighten me at all, but like I said earlier, I stud-
ied your bill when it was introduced in the iast Congress, and I
raised, a couple of t&glestions about it and wanted to know in 1977, I
think that is when Tip appointed the committee—

Mr. Downey. 1977.

Chairman Forp. I am concerned as to—was that the real prob-
lem, that there were so many jurisdictionai conflicts that the dif-
ferent committees could never, g_ou know, find themselves agreeing

Ay
Mr. Downzy. And, , let me just say that I am not wedded to
any concept. I want to—I mean if there are elements of my bill
that could pass, terrific, that is great; if not, I am dprepared to hap-
pilg accept whatever the subcommittee decides to do.

ut the reality is that there has got to be a work component to
any welfare reform bill. And we do not have jurisdiction to do that.
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There has got to be a way. We are in a better position to pay for it
than any other committee, so we have that advantage. But we have
to do a work component, we have got to do an education cobngo-
nent, and that means Education and Labor, or certainly probably
Waxman’s subcommittee are goi!goto be part and parcel of what-
ever we do. That is just a reality. Do you disagree, Don?

ﬂr. PEase. No, nlot at l?11 that T willing

r. i , I might say that I am illing, quite willing to
accept Mr. Downey’s belief that a rising tide does not lift all votes
and that a growing economy does not provide jobs for a lot of
people at the lower end of the economic scale.

I'am probably not quite conservative enough to qualify as accept-
ing your premise on behalf of the conservative movement, but for
what it is worth, I accept it nonetheless.

Mr. DownEy. It is better far articulated, Don, than they do.

Chairran Forp. Tom, there is one thing to consider. Acco
to the staff of the committee, under title IV(a) of the Social Securi.
ty Act, there is a section of the Sorial Security Act that we think

ight give us the authoritzefor the work component of the welfare

orm package. We will conversing with all members on the
committee and staff on this.

Mr. Downey. Hal, my only concern is that, first of all, I am very
skittish about trying to bootstra'& our way to a jurisdiction that
clearly—I mean take a look at Education and r, a lot of our
colleagues there do not have a whole lot to do anyway and have
not done much over the last few years except to say no and cut
things. And now you are sayinﬁ, guess what, we are going to grab
some of your jurisdiction as well.

Chairman Forp. No, we do not want to do that, Tom, at all. Nat-
urally we do not. We do not want to do that. But we would surely
like to have the attention of Education and Labor to say, gee, it is
strong enough even if we brought it before the committee, we
would report it right out. We want to make sure that we work
closely with them.

Mr. Downgy. I think Don made a m If there are problems
with setting up a super committee, I think we are doi e trade
bill that has multiple jurisdiction, and we are oing to do it quick-
ly. So there are plenty of examples of being able to get things done
across jurisdictional lines. I mean I am not wedded to any one par-
ticular concept.

But I am concerned that we have got to appreciate that there are
daunting possibilities, you know, that——

Mr. PEasE. Mr. , I want to %ive you two thoughts. One
is that the approach in Mr. Downey’s bill emphasizes the impor-
tance of getting the leadership to coordinate the general alf:)roach.
If we get into a situation where we are assuming a cancellation of
major programs within the committees of jurisdictions by the com-
mittgfs in order to f1ance our program, we are just asking for
trouble.

But I think the leadership could straighten that out and say we
are or we are not going to go down that path.

Secondly, it seems to me that what Mr. Downey has done in his
bill is to make a suggestion for one way of paying for the improve-
ments in welfare, which ties back into your original question. Qur
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first responsibility ought to be to figure out what needs to be done
and what makes sense and then figure out how to pay for it. And
one way would be this way, and another way would be additional
revenue. There are a variety of ways that we could do it. And that
would allow us to escape at least initially the jurisdictional battles
that we can envision.

Chairman Forp. Thank you, Mr. Pease.

Mr. Brown.

Mr. BRown. No questions.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Levin.

Mr. Lzvin. No questions.

Mr. Prase. I am disappointed that Mr. Brown did not take the
occasion to welcome me to the conservative caucus.

Mr. BrowN. I thought the gentleman had always been a
member.

Mr. Downgy. Hank, I did not know you were a member.

Chairman Forp. Thank you.

Our next witness is the ranking minority member of the commit-
tee, Hank Brown of Colorado.

Mr. Brown, we again welcome you as the new ranking member
ofelt}xe committee and to the full Committee on Ways and Means as
well.

STATEMENT OF HON. HANK BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me time to
testify today. I particularly appreciate the opportunity to appear
before the committee.

I am excited about the potential that faces us today. We have a
very good chance of coming up with a strong bipartisan bill. The
central question before us is how you truly help people who are in
need. It i8 an interest of all Americans.

In many of the employment and training programs we have done
a poor job of helping people. It is not just a question of money. Ob-
viously money is involved, but another part of the problem is de-
signgng programs to help people become independent instead of de-
pendent.

As I look over the figures of those who are in poverty, a recent
Harvard study indicates some interesting things. Thirty percent of
those in poverty will be in that condition for 2 years or less. Forty
percent will be in that condition from 3 to 7 years. Thirty percent
for 8 or more years. The tragedy of the programs we have designed
is not that we have not been willing to come up with funds to help
folks. We have—and in numbers that dwarf the efforts of any
nation in the history of the world. The tragedy is that many of the
programs we have come up with have not worked. They have not
moved people out of poverty. I do not mean that you are going to
solve all the problems. Obviously we are going to have these prob-
lems with us for a long time. Our challenge is to figure out how we
can improve these programs to truly help people.

I am optimistic that this committee is going to come up with
some strong advancements in that area.
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If you would permit me, I would like to submit my statement for
the record and just briefly summarize.
Chairman Forp. Without objection, it will be made part of the

record.

Mr. BrowN. I also would like to address just quickly some com-
ments about procedure. I have served in the State legislature
where I was in the majority and have served here in the minority.
I must say I prefer the majority.

At the State level we did not have proxy voting. Our committees
sat around one table. We seemed to be on the same level as the
witnesses. We ended up working together. And I think we seem to
have a little more difficult time of doing that in Congress. Part of
the problem is our procedure; of it is how large our numbers
are; part of it is proxy voting when members are not present.

One of the things th.! is missed at the national level is the abili-
ty to develop a bipartisan compromise. It is a product of people not
having the time to work toEether. I want to pledge to you that I am
going to take time to work with you. I think this is a vital issue
that our Nation needs to address. I think it is the one on which we
have a chance to come up with a truly bipartisan approach. And I
say all this understanding that we are not going to agree on every-
thing. I say understanding there are going to be some things that
get in this bill that I do not care for. Perhaps everyone comes to
that realization as you work through it. But I think welfare reform
is important enough that it merits intense effort by all of us. And I
want you to know that I am going to do everything humanly possi-
ble tt:e get a bill that all of us support coming out of this subcom-
mittee.

They tell me that we used to have bills that came out of this sub-
committee that way. And I cannot help but think that a bipartisan
effort starts with both sides of the aisle, and I want you to know
that I am going to do everything I can to fulfill our end of that.

Just quickly, some thoughts that I hope will be part of our lfs-
lation. I hope to encourage flexibility for the States in the way they

inister the emgloyment and training programs. I am convinced

that not all good ideas come from Was n. In fact, sometimes I
think that perhaps the minority of good ideas come from Washing-
ton. So, we should leave plenty of flexibility in the program, for
local improvement and local management.

Second, I think it is terribly important that we strongly address
the question of child support enforcement. To be specific, let me
name a few issues.

Making mandatory child support withholding provisions I think
is terrib(liy important. Second, requiring States to adopt child sup-
port guidelines that are a rebuttable presumption in court and in
administrative Earoceedings, I think, 18 equally important. Third,
paternity establishment procedures should receive careful atten-
tion.

Fourth, legislative remedies for the persistent problem of inter-
state enforcement must be addressed as well. If we do all these
things, we can make real progress in the area of child support en-
forcement.

And, fifth, I think critical to what will be our most advantageous
effort here is addressing the problem of folks staying too long in
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the program. They tell me that 60 percent of the AFDC partici-
pants will stay in the program 8 years or longer. What a tragedy it
is that we have designed a prcgram that seems to take 60 percent
of its participants and make them almost permanent recipients of
that program. Not a tragedy in that it costs money to help them;
but ; tragedy in that we have not helped those folks become inde-
pendent.

Some of it can be addressed in how we classify when someone
can work and be eligitle for employment and so on. My under-
standing is that currently very little is done to help AFDC recigi-
ents become independent as long as they have a child under the
age of 6. I think we need legislation to address this issue.

Nearly 60 percent of the mothers in this country who have pre-
school children are in the labor force. So it seems possible to re-
quire that AFDC mothers with young children be required to work
or prepare for work

t should we do? The No. 1 alternative I think is to provide
training, work, or education and bring people out of this cycle of
poverty. That is our major challenge, to break that cycle of pover-
ty.

If we require able-bodied people to participate in training or
work or educational programs, we will find a key element of break-
ing the cycle of poverty. I do not pretend that it is a cure-all, but it
is a major step in the right direction. And it is a major step toward
stimulating the mental attitude necessary to break the poverty
cycle. This may be more important than anything else we do.

I thank you for the opportunity to address the committee, Mr.
Chaiﬁan, and I will be happy to respond to any questions you
may have.

[The prepared statement follows:]

StatEMENT OF HON. HANK BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
or CoLoRADO

Mr. Chairman, as we begin an im| t welfare debate, I appreciate the opportu-
nity to be a witness before this key subcommittee. As the ranking Republican
Member of the subcommittee, I believe that a bipartisan effort to reforming our na-
tion’s system of public assistance programs is essential.

Welfare reform is clearly one of the major items on the agenda of the 100th Con-

. One reason is that new research produced two important findings. The

of these concerns the length of time people stay in poverty. Using longitudinal
data that were not previously available, researchers at ard, some of whom will
testify before this subcommittee in subsequent hearings, found that about 30 per-
cent of the people who fall into povertsy get themselves out within 2 years and about
40 percent fet themselves out within 3 to 7 years. The remaining 30 percent remain
in or 8 years or more. Thus, the poor are a heterogeneous %roup. Some ex-
tricate mselves quicklr-—usually by marrying or finding employment—while
others languish for very long periods of time. It follows that our programs must
take into account these differences in the client tion.

A second important finding from new research is that programs designed to help
welfare clients train for jobs, find jobs, or hold temporary jobs to gain experience
can be moderately successful. Excellent studies by the Man r Development Re-
search Corp. in such States as California, West Virginia, and Maryland, have shown
that the number of AFDC mothers who can get unsubsidized employment can be
increased by about 8 percent. The MDRC studies also show that these programs can
pay for themselves and save money for both State and Federal Governments. If
these findings can be generalized, we in the Federal Government should encourage
mcre States to try the employment and training programs. We should also consider
helping the States pay for such programs.
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In addition to research, another factor prompting the current welfare debate is
the widely publicized desire of Statea to either begin or expand their programs (o
help welfare clients find jobs. “Welfare to work” has long been a slogan that could
characterize the nation’s deepest hope for the poor. Work was a foundation of both
the New Deal and the War on Poverty. The idea that citizens should work forms
oneofournation'smostreveredethia;thmeeﬂainlycanbenolurpﬁlethat
those concerned v:ith the poor would like to Lelp them escape poverz through
work. Without lendinx&ur uncritical voice to the claims of such as ET in
Massachusetts and G. in California, we in the Congress should be heartened that
State administrators are once ’m‘m’ not just that work is the solution to wel-
fare, but that they are getting at preparing welfare clients for work and are
anxious to do more.

A third important cause of the current interest in welfare reform is that statisti-
cally-defined rty has increased dramatically in the recent past. Between the
late 19508 and 1967, poverty among all persons was cut in half—from 23 to 11 per-
cent for all and 27 to 14 percent for children. For the next decade, poverty
rates held aimost constant. But between 1978 and 1983, rty increased from 11 to
lSpereentforallpemmandlStczzpercentamong ildren. The effects of these
recent increases have, no doubt, been intensified by the substantial decline in the
value of AFDC benefits because of inflation. We are now, as Senator Moynihan
argued mmmm a few weeks ago, a nation in which children are the
poorest ic group.

roc that the welloes sysiom has s proutems e o welfare reform. We all
agree welfare system serious ems an t the
takeacﬁoml‘hepﬁmarymeuogelﬁﬁngtoyoutoday,Mr.Chahman,is?hntRe-

i of our

suboommittee,havethe?poﬂ:um to y do something about it. In fact, I

think you will that i weea;}ittogetberonaspeciﬁclegiahtivepackm,the

mmn tly enhanced that the 100th Congress will achieve what prior
have o y attempted.

Let’s begin with les. We Republican Members believe, first and foremost,
m%e guided by the amm&w reduce welfare dependency.
Today,themiswidupmdb:rrﬁ::.nagmment t too many of the nation’s poor
are mired in a tangle of apaf y and hopelessness, »nd that the welfare system
induce d;ﬂ:cy among some participants. As a result, reforms be gauged by

§

whether decrease the tendency of welfare programs to permit, and even pro-

1 tenance i
fits reduced the work effort of males, wives, female f; heads, and youth. For
some of these groups, the work reduction was on the order of 25 percent. So while
we wunful]yeonsiderbeneﬁt levels, let's also agree to do so with the under-
standing that we trade each increment of benefit increase for an increment of work
disincentive.
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Beginning with these principles, I am proposing three broad areas of welfare
reform to which I hope the subcommittee will direct its attention. First, the Federal
Government should allow the States more flexibility in setting up their employment
and training rams. | am quite willing to negotiate on etails, but as my col-
leagues from ﬁ';"; m and New York have suggested, I would allow States to keel;
the various employment and training programs currently associated with AFDC.
would also require HHS to set up a Division of Work Programs, and I would provide

rformance-based incentives for the States to receive a lﬁgher proportion of their

ding for employment and training frognmu from the Federal Government.

The second general area of reform I favor is the Child Support Enforcement pro-
gram. Senator Moynihan made it clear in his testimony before our subcommittee
thstﬂwSemhdnwiﬂmpaemhahnhalchanguinﬂnChﬂdSu program.
Republican Members of this subcommittee would like to consider making the
mandatory withholding provisions universal and requiring the States to adopt child
support guidelines that are a rebuttable presumption in all court and administra-
tive proceedings. We also think that paternity establishment should receive careful
attention. Similarly, we want to determine whether we can find some legislative
remedies for the istent problem of interstate enforcement. Finally, even cursory
examination of statistics shows that the child support system experiences its
bigﬁ:t problem with out-of-wedlock births. Since these constitute about 50 percent
of AFDC caseload, we should try to find some means of establishing paternity
and ing child support orders at or near the time of birth. Taken together, these
t"y’s:ldchddmpwnnfomwwdmwiththedwpummofh;?hgmm

i ‘Eanntsmeettheirﬁmncmlobligatiomtotheh children and reducing AFDC

itures.

exﬁ:thirdamformfomisﬂwmlgmmmiuelﬂlmawmthntmwl-
leagues from Connecticut and New York will propose sweeping changes in the
gram, and these certainly should be studied carefully by our subcommittee. While
some people are using the AFDC appropriately—for temporary cash
income to su, a family until the winner is lished, the major prob-
lem remains that too many people stay on the too long.

We.hmﬂdeonsiderchangeamAFl;Cthatmig t encourage people to become in-

dependent more quickly. The employment and training Bmgn.ml we just discussed

are perhaps the best way to help people out of poverty. But, as we sit here discuss-
mgtheAE)C , over 60 percent of ite current participants are in the midst
ofspellsthatwillE:atleunSym.Theemployv—.antandtminingpmgmmlmn
give these people a hand—but it is not the only answer.

Requiring serious efforts by participants who are able to prepare for work and
i If we are willing to give people cash
benefits, work training or i ) | i j and

ot.hernnieuduﬁngandaﬂerthetmrjngpeﬁod.thenweshmﬂdhavgaﬁghtm
expect them to icipate in good faiili and exert themselves. After a short period
of time on we m.ngl'e-bodied recipients should be in school, in training, in job
oe;rch,or-atwo_rk. igning this h is determini hen th i ts
issue in designing approach is rmining when the requiremen
should begin relative to the age of the mother’s youngest child. Currently, we re-
quire little of AFDC recipients until the youngest child is age 6. In a society in
which 60 percent of the mothers with preschool children are active in the labor
force we can do better. Surely we can agree that this aspect of the AFDC program
deserves our closest scrutiny.

Mr. Chairman, these are the principles on which we believe our welfare reform
legislation should be oonutrucwfl. and these are some of the general program ideas
we would like our subcommittee to consider. I suggest that we begin serious biparti-
san negotiations velzr::on to see if these proposals can be translated into specific
legislation. For the time in memory, we start with a surpﬁs‘innﬂ degree of con-
sensus on principles; now we must find the specific reforms that will satisfy Repub-
licans and Democrats alike. S ing on behalf of subcommittee Republicans, I say
to you that we are ready to di specifics in a spirit of bipartisanship and com-
promise. Let us begin.

Chairman Forp. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown.

You know, we have already communicated in the last 2 or 3
weeks to talk about how we will conduct business on this commit-
tee. It is the intent of the Chair to work very closely with the mi-
nority side of the committee. And we have gotten off to a good
start, and I certainly would hope that we will continue to have this
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dialog and make sure that all of the features of this bill will be de-
veloped with a strong bipartisan effort and a bipartisan move in
the Congress to report out a welfare reform package. And I wel-
come this opportunity as chairperson of this subcoramittee, and I
am almost certain that I speak for the other members of this com-
mittee on the Democratic side.

One question that I do have for you is that when you were talk-
ing about the 60 percent of lsug-t>*m dependency on welfare, 1
really would like to try to identify wuere that information came
from. I have bee:: of studying the issue for the last 18 to 20 months,
and I am just trying to identif{l the source of your information, so .
we would be privy to it as well. We seem to have some diffeynf
numbers. P

We both that 50 percent of the recipients come onand go
off within the first 2 years, and half of that 50 nt go off
within the first year. I am trying to understand the 60 percent
that you make refererce to for the long-term dependency on wel-
fare is different from my information.

Mr. Brown. I would be glad to supply that. I think my reference
was intended to be to those who are on the AFDC program only,
not the welfare programs in general.

I think the earlier figures I mentioned—the 30 percent, 40 per-

cent and 30 percent breakdown—were for poverty itself and not
the AFDC program. The later reference to the 60 percent
was an estimate of the percentage of people now on AFDC will be
in th:rgrogram for 8 years or more. These figures are from the
Harvard study, and I would be glad to supply the complete refer-
ence.
Chairman Forp. Because about 9 years, 9 or 10 years has been,
the maximum length of time. And whether that has been 9 consist-
ent years on a person has come on for 1 year, gone back into the
work force, back on public assistance 1% years, and we are just
trying to determine—

Mr. BrowN. That may well be the difference—whether the spell
on AFDC is straight through or broken.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Downey.

Mr. DowNEyY. A blizzard of statistics on that point was one that I
was going to raise as well becausethisis—lamtﬁd to send a
copy a8 soon as they are around. This is called the “New Social
Contract”, and it was done for my Governor. He has not yet em-
braced it, but it a primer that I use on statistics. And they have a
little—I think it is just a question of how one extrapolates the
same data.

Hank, let me just say that, first of all, I view with delight your
and Rod Chandler’s move to come on the committee. I think it
speaks well for the fact that we are going to work in a bipartisan
way. And I frankly do not think we can do it without you. aud I
hope that we proceed under that assumption, that we are going to
do this together because the last thing that this should be is a
tisan issue where we point the finger at Republicans for not caring,
Snd you point it at us for not caring anything about any fiscal pru-

ence.

The issue that you raise which I comﬁletely agree on is this issue
of child support enforcement, and it has to do with the greater
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notion of what d» you do to make the family a self-sufficient and
productive unit in American socie.y? And the fact is that the vast
majority of people on welfare, first the majority of people who are
poor are working. That is the first thing.

Secondly, the statistics are quite extraordinary about—here it is,
how many of the poor can work? Only 46 percent of the poor are
able to work. The other 88 percent are children, 10 percent are el-
derly or 5 percent are too sick to be able to. And of the poor, 35
percent are already working full-time, 21 percent part-time, and 9
percent are looking for work. So, I mean what we are ing about
are of the poor, a fairly focused one out of every six, frankly, who
is eligible for it that is not actually working. But I think a com
nent of this is the faci chat I think again only 58 percent of the
ge‘;)ple, women with children, are not receiving any sort of sufport

m thei- .esponsible spouses, mates or otherwise. And 1 am
happy to ~ork with you in any way that we can make verIv, ve
tough requirements for child support enforcement which I thin
has to be a very imn)rtant part.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Pease.

Mr. Prase. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Hank, we appreciate your
testimony, especially your promise to work with us on this side of
the committee structure.

I do not think any of us disagree about the importance of work,
and trainini'people, and educating people so tl;ﬁ' have an opportu-
nity to work. I would hope, though, tﬁat we keep in mind, as
Mr. Downey just indicated, there are a number of people on wel-
fare who cannot work for one reason or another, and a number of
others who, theoretically, can work hut who effectively are not
very attractive as employees.

I used to be an employer myself, and I well remember that in
periods of high unen;g!oyment, one had the pick of the cream of
the crop. You could afford to be awfully picky. Then in periods of
low unemployment, you had to dip down a little bit and take
people who were not perfect in every respect.

As I look at a lingering 6%, 7 percent unemployment rate, it just
seems to me that emplczzs are going to continue to be in a situa-
tion where they can be fussy. They can say to non-high school grad-
uates, do not apply. Or they can say to people who are chronically
sick and maybe absent from work, do not apply, and so on.

So I would hope that we would look at some component of this

program which would help people in that category who might well
stay on welfare for a long period of time, not because they want to
or use they are unwilling to enter into training programs, but
because they are just not very attractive employees, especially if
there is a large pool of other people who are available and who are
better qualified.
Mr. %owney was interested 'n having somebody t that the
rising tide does not lift all boats. Do you recognize that component
of our welfare population, and do you feel that it is legitimate for
us to pay some attention to that group?

Mr. BrowNn. I do, and I think you make a very sound point. But
while I do not think in religious terms you would think of me as
born-again, certainly in employment terms I think you could. The
county where I live has county jobs availzble to folks who apply for
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assistance, and the most encouraging thing is not just the skills
they learn on the county jobs. The most encouraging thing is that
the county placed an enormous number of welfare clients in mean-
ingful private sector jobs in just the first month. That initial job
with the county is a real motivator towards finding other employ-
ment.

Clclmfsider anotlhe(;-f piece o{ evidenﬁee.aén the company I worked
with for a couple of years, I got to up a special program we
had to stimulate minority enterprise. We took a little tfiﬂ'erent ap-
proach in that instead of trying to find something , we took the
toughest job we could find, and we found the toughest guy that
could do it. What I found so encouraging was a dramatic ¢ e in
pe&ple’s behavior patterns as then began to tackle these difficult
0

I think your observations about the patterns of employers is very
accurate. I do not dispu’e that at all. But the encouraging part to
me was the dramatic change that took place in indivi whose
family had not had a pattern of work, whose family had not had a
pattern of dressing a certain way, who had not had a pattern of
always showing up on time. And I found people readily changing
their behavior when they were given the proper incentives.

To me that is the real challenge we face—how to find those in-
centives for folks.

Mr. Pease. Exactly right. I do not think that the gtmosphere is
right for us to reinstitute a WPA from the Depression days, where
the Government had jobs available that even the most unskilled
person could fill. But perhaps as part of our flexibility in this bill,
we might allow and even encourage some States to set up the kind
of county level jobs m that you mention, so that when a
person comes in on welfare, that person does not have the excuse
that no jobs are available. The county can make them available,
and that person can learn the value of self-worth that comes
through work, and can learn some employment skills like arriving
on time and so on.

Mr. BRowN. The other thing we found was a spiritual thing, if
you will sardon the reference. It was not just that they were doing
something for the money they received, but all of a sudden there
was not a stigma to having gotten assistance; there was a pride in
havli;_xg earned that assistance. That is as important as the help
itself.

Mr. Peask. Thank you.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Levin.

Mr. LeviN. I do not have any questions, just a brief comment on
the 60 percent. I was looking at the GAO report that I think re-
flects on this, and it essentially shows that most of the people who
receive welfare have been around a relatively short time, far short-
er than 8 years. But a quarter of those who ever use AFDC receive
it for 10 years or more, and that those long-term users account for
almost 63' percent of AFDC recipients at any one time.

Mr. BRowN. Thank you.

Mr. LeviN. And, of course, that 60 percent includes children. We
all want to be careful about these facts. However one looks at it, I
think we come to essentially the same conclusion that there is a
need to address the needs of those who are on AFDC for a long
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period of time. That represents for them and for society a major
challenge.

Mr. BrownN. Thank you very much.

Mr. LeviN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Forp. At this tilme we are very delighted to have one
of the senior Members of the Congress, and a spokesperson for the
elderly, the spokesperson for many in this nation.

Mr. Pepper, we are very delighted to have you appear and testify
before our subcommittee today, and we look forward to hearing
from you. Mr. Pepper.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. Prreer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members
of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I have a statement I will offer for the

Chairman Forp. Without objection.

Mr. Perrer. I would just like to make some comments on this
matter. In the first place I am glad that this committee, which I
know, will give it fair and objective consideration in dealing with
the matter of welfare reform.

To some 'a—and I regret to say it seems to have been the
policy of this administration—welfare reform means to cut off
more and more § sple from the benefits of welfare. I have not
heard of any that they have submitted to put more people
on welfare, yet there are many, many people in America who de-
serve to be on welfare who are not on there at the present time.

I divide the people who should be the beneficiaries of welfare
into two categories: those 